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Abstract:

This is a study of the potential and prospects for development of cattle feeding in the Northern Great
Plains, It is prompted by the widespread interest in feeding as an activity which will profitably utilize
available resources and so contribute to the economic welfare of farmers, agri-businessmen and others.

To determine the potential for development of cattle feeding in the region, estimates of production of
feed grains and cattle to 1975 are made. These estimates provide the limits for expansion, assuming no
significant imports of grains or cattle into the region. The prospects for development are influenced by
many factors, including capital requirements for expanded feeding enterprises, management or "know
how", markets for fed cattle, transportation costs, etc. These are considered in the analysis.

Data relative to resource supplies, production practices, costs of production, markets, prices of fed
cattle and beef, transportation costs, and other relevant factors are assembled from Experiment Stations,
the United States Department of Agriculture, Statistical Reporting Services, private publications and a
field survey of Montana cattle feedlots.

It is predicted that up to 1,5 million head of cattle will be fed in the Northern Great Plains by 1975,
This is double the annual average number fed in the 1956-60 period and it represents 50 percent of the
feeder cattle produced in the region by 1975, To achieve the projected level of output some
reorganization of cattle feeding operations is envisioned. Many existing feeding enterprises will be
expanded in size and will operate on a year around basis. Some new large scale. feedlots will be
constructed in strategic locations.

An opportunity to participate in the growing western markets for beef is foreseen, but outlets for fed
cattle may still prove to be problematic in the development of cattle feeding in the Northern Great
Plains, The actions of meat packers in the region should be watched, for they may be the important link
to interregional markets needed for maximum development of the feeding industry.

There are resources in the region which are available for utilization in cattle feeding enterprises, and
there are good prospects for their profitable employment in these enterprises.
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ABSTRACT

This is a study of the potential and prospects for development of
cattle feeding in’ the Northern Great Plains., It is prempted by the
widespread interest in feeding as an activity which will profitably
utilize available reseurces and so contribute to the-economic welfare
of farmers, agri=businessmen and others,

To determine the potential for develeopment of cattle feeding in
the region, estimates of production of feed grains and cattle to 1975
are made. These estimates provide the limits for expansion, assuming
no significant imports of grains or cattle into the region. The prospects
for development are influenced by many factors, including capital require=
ments for expanded feeding enterprises, mamagement or "know how"™, markets
for fed cattle, transportation costs, etc, These are considered in the
analysis. : .

Data relative te resource supplies, production practices, costs
of preduction, markets, prices of fed cattle and beef, transportation
costs, and other relevant factors are assembled from Experiment Stations,
the United States Department of Agriculture, Statistical Reporting
Services, private publications and a field survey of Montana cattle
feedlots,

It is predicted that up to 1.5 million head of cattle will be fed -
in the Northern Great Plaing by 1975, This is double the annual average
number fed in the 1956-60 period and it represents 50 percent of the
feeder cattle produced in the region by 1975, To achieve the projected
level of output some reorganization of cattle feeding operations is
envisioned. Many existing feeding enterprises will be expanded in
size and will operate on a year=around basis., ©Some new large scale.
feedlots will be constructed in strategic locations,

An opportunity teo participate in the growing western markets for
beef is foreseen, but outlets for fed cattle may still prove to be
problematic in the development of cattle feeding in the Northern Great
Plainss The actions of meat packers in the region should be watched,
for they may be the important link to interregional markets needed for
maximum development of the feeding industry.

Thére are resources in the region which are available for utiliza-

tion in cattle feeding enterprises, and there are good prospects feor
their profitable employment in these enterprises.

vii




PART I
INTRODUCTION

The Problem Situation

A éreai deal of inﬁereét in cattle feeding is being expfessed By

'farmeré9 ;‘ahchers9 and businessmen in the Northern Great Plainsoi/ This

Anterest is prompted by the availability of feed, cattle and other

resources in the region and prospects for profitable employment of these

resources in cattle feeding enterprises. These are conditions that have

developed in recent years. They have already resulted in an increase in

cattle feeding, and an Oppoxtdnity for further expansion appears to be

sufficiently good to merit consideration of-it;_

. Feed grains and cattle are basic to the development of cattle
feeding enterprises. It is evident that they éré available in the
Northern Great Plains in quantities which will support an expansion. -
in feeding operations. In 1960, production of feedef cattle in-the
jr’egio'n exceeded the number placed in feedlots by approximately 300
percentgg/ Most of these cattle were exported to the corn belt and
other- midwest feeding areas. This situation has prevailed for
several years., In the same yeary production of corn and barley"

exceéded the needs for cattle feeding by more than 600 pércénioé/

14 The Northern Great Plains is defined for this study as an area
including Montanay, North Dakota, and South Dakota.

;2/ Galculated from data in Table IV in text and Table X in Appendix.

3/ Calculated from data in Table VII in text and Table X in Appendix.




= 2 =

“Some- of this production was utilized‘by processors of human foods, but

the bulk of it was sold as livestock feed or placed under loan with the
Gommodify Credit Gorpbiafion° Large stocks are presently on handoi{

. Another resource that may be important to cattle feeding enter=
prises is labor. Indications are that labor in the region is in .

surplﬁs supplye - On January 1, 1960, there were 62,510 people

'unembloyed in the threenstafe.afea9 many of whom were farm laborersoéj

Farm-employmeht has declined in recent years laréely as a result of

mechanization of operations, and experienced farm workers have been

-forced to seek jobs in non=farm ihdustriesoé/ They would p&obably '

welcome new opportunities for employment in agriculture.

A resource that will be critical to the development'of cattle- .

'féeding enterprises is capital. While data on capital-éﬁailability

are not readily obtainable, there is evidence that many individuals
éhd:insfitﬁtfbns are idﬁeresfed in invesﬁiné in cattle feedingo -
Several corporate and co=operétive feedlots have been orgénized
recently9 and'fhey have been financed by farmers, cattle buyers,
Bankersglvéterinariahs, feed dealers and other businessmen. Farm-

feedlots héve increased im number %boo Many farmefs have regarded-

4/ .See Table VII in Appendixe

2/ Data obtained from Unempléyment,Cdmpensation‘Commissibns of
‘Montana, North Dakota, and South Dakotas

' é‘ Federal Reserve Bank of'Minneapdlis,'Ménfhly Reiriem}9 Annual Report

Issue, Minneapolis, Minnesota, January, 1961,
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cattle feéding as an outlet for feed and feeder cattle which is

\

' superibr to selling these p}oduqfs, and”they have expanded the invest-

ment- of fhe'iegion in feeding facilities. It appears that necessaiy
capi%al is ‘available.

A resource upon which the cattle feeding ihduéffy heavily
depends for successful operation is management. This is an intangible
resource composed of skills and abilities which ére acquired by people
through trainidé and experience; It is difficult to define and‘iden-
xéifyg and the quality and quantity of this resource which is available
in the Northern Great Plaing is unmeasured. It is likely howeveig
that managers can be found amohg experienced livesfoqk producersgy
bﬁyers and handlers of cattle, and others who have had oppoftuﬁitiés
to develop ™know hbw”o

Other resources will also be needed to develop cattle feeding
‘enterprises, but fhey are of sécbndary importance and no probléms
are anticipated in acquiiihg'themo It seems that the region is well
endowed with the resources needed to expand_catfle feeding operéﬁionso

The prospects for profitable employment of these resources in
cattle feeding appear to be promisin§° It is generaily expected-fhaf
the demand for beef will be strong in the next ten to fifteen years
and that increasing numbers of fed cattle will be required to ‘meet
the needs of consumers. While costs of feeding cattle have iné?eased
in recent years, brbfits have been realized by many feeders. It is

expected that feeding enterprises, if efficiently organized and
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opérated, will continue to yield reasonable returns to capitaig labor
and.managemento But numerous factoers affect_profifs in cattle feedipg,
and- it is possible that nof all .of them have been given adéduate con=
sideration by'£hose who view cattie feeding with optimismo' Tﬁesé
fécfors Aeeaz£6 be identified and e&aluéted béfore any judgment is

made about prospects.

.Objectives of the Study
This study has .as its objectivess (1) the determination of the
potential for production of fed cattle in the Northern Great Plains,
(2) -the evaluation of prospects for development of cattle feeding in

this region, and (3) the estimation of the extent of the development

of cattle feeding in the Northern Great Plains by 1975,

Hypothesis
It is hypothesi%ed that cattle feeders in the Noxthern Great
Plains can be compeﬁifivewwith feeders in other regions imuthéiulr
markets for fed cattle and that cattle feeding will therefore

develop in the reéiono

Pfocedure
Data were first assembled which are descriptive of the beef
cattle indust¥y in the United States. ‘They serve to identifyﬂfﬁe
regions==including the Northern Great Plains—=that are important- to
this industry and to describe the production and marketing activities

carried on in these regions.
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Sources of data. included U. S Deéartment of Agriculture reports
and bulletins, expériﬁent sfations éirculais and bulletins from many
states, census reports,'trade publications and other secondary datas
fersonal interviews with cattle4producers and feeders and Montahé |
packers prbvided additional information which-SUpplement'ﬁhe_daféo
A study conducted by Robert Mueller produced information abodé Eoéts of
cattle feéding, economies of size in feédlbts,=and r‘nalnagemen'-t':‘pz-actices°
: An analysis of the potential for de&elbpmedt'of éaétlé feeding
in the Northern Great Plains was next conducteds Pfojecfions of
resource use and probable productidn of agriculfural comﬁﬁdities are
employed to estimate future outpﬁt of feed and caftle in the'fééion,
and possible levels of production of fed cattle are described.

The evaluation of the prospegtsAfor'develoﬁment of cat%ie feeding
in the Northern Great Plains is based on observatiohs of problems,
needs and potentials of production; an analysis of produdtion.éosts9
a study of possible market éutlets9 an anéi&éis of marketing: costs
for fed cattle, and other pertinent factors. |

Conclusions;aré.draWn relative to the likely development: of
cattle fee&ing in the region, and suggestions are made which will’

facilitate this development.
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PART II
THE ANALYSIS

.Facfors Affecting the Aggregete Demand‘For and Supply of Beef
df first concern is the eutlookifor beef production and consump-
tion in'the«United States. If the expectations fer'am expénQed»demdnd
for beef: are.-soundly based, and if conditions affecting the euppiy-bf
cattle and beef are favorable to 1ncreased cattle productlon, then
there is reason for the 1nterest in cattle feeding in the Northern
Great Plains, Some important factors affecting the supply of and

demand for beef have been noted and are presented hereo

. Demand for Beef
Factors which affect the demand for beef include (1) population
of the United States, (2) the disposable income of censumers, (3) tastes

and preferences, (4) substitute foods, and (5) environmental conditions

. affecting food consumption. These factors are obviously_not_separable ‘

in the way they influence demand, and the list is not-complete° But
these are impoertant factors which can be identified and evaluated.
The population of the United States is importent to the 'demand

for beef because it is the consuming public for this commoditye

"Markets for beef are largely domestic Markets; with exports a relatively

unimportant factor in the demand for beef.
Considerable increases in our population have been realized since
the turn of the century, and the most rapid growth-has taken place in

the last twenty years. Befween 1940 and 1960, the population increased
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by 47.2 million people, about 45 percent of the foial'inérease in 60"
years. In the last ten years, 28,0 millien people havé been ‘added to
the popuiatipn—=a50ut 25 percent of the total increase since 1900.1{
The rate of’giowth has been acceléiating and present rates afe rela-
tively higho Since numbers of people are important to demand, such
rapid ihcreasgs in the population are significant. )

An aspect of population Qrbwth that should be noted is the
" remarkable movement or shift of pophlation that we have eXpériencedo
.. This shift has been from the East to the West and Southweste- In the
single decade 1950-60, popuiation of states west of the Mississippi
increased from 60.3 millien to 73.9 million. Several states in the _
West and Midwest realized rates of growth which exceeded that of the .
couﬁtry as a whﬁleg and California exceeded all states in the natien
in population giowthag/ These shifts in pobdlation andtcbnsequenf
high rates of growth in western states may be important to the develop=
ment of cattle feeding in the Northern Great Plains. They ‘bring
important consuhihg areas 6losei to Mohféné, Norfh Dakéfé; éhd South
-bakotao | |

Another factor that is important to the demand for.beef. is the
per capita disposable income. It is réthei uniquely related to beef

consﬁmption-and will greaily influence démand. Rex F.'Daly»,ofﬂtﬁe

1 See Table I in Appendlx.

8/ United. States Department of Commerce, Census_of Pqpulatlon9 19609
Bureau of the Census, Washingtony Do Co, 1960,
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United States Department of Agricuitﬁre, has found that livestock

.products in general show more response to changes in income than do

most cropss and that consumption of beef, in a given framework of
prices, is more responsive to changes in income:than other-meateog/
Thus future levels of income will greafly influence theldemand for
beef and the requirements for fed cattle. |

Per capita income has risen steadlly since the time of the great

depressxonqwa/ The greatest increase in income appears to have been

realized in the war time period 1940=45; But steady gaiﬁs Have been
made since that time, and tﬁey have been imporfant to food consumption,

Tastes and prefereheeé of consumers for beef and other foods are
difficult to measure and evaluate. Many factors ﬁnfluenge_the desiree
of individuals for food, and at least one factornmihCOMEm«effects the
expiessiod of desire in the market place. Data concerning consumption
were examined to discover trends in consumpfion over about 30 years.ll/
It was found that consumption of most livestock productsy, fruits and
vegetables has been iﬁcreasing9 while consumption of cereél~grains,
fats and shgar Eas declined. It has been pointed out that in this

period of time, inceme was increasing and that the income effects on

JowmoL

9/ Rex F. Daly, "The Long Run Demand for Farm Products”, Agricultural
- Economics Research, Volume VIII, United States Department of
Agriculture, July, 1956,

1/ See Table II in.Appendix.

1/ see Table TIIT in Appendixe
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the kinds of foods consumed are.such that this pattern of consumption B
could have been expecteds It seems quite probable that tastes and.pre=
ferences, combined with increased purchasing power, has strenghtened

" the demand for meats, fruits and vegeétables.

A fourth factor which affecfs the demand for beef is substitute
foods. Those which can be considered to be substitutes are largély
other meats and various livestock pfoducts which are good sourdes'of
protein. Statistics relative to consumpfion show that poulffy; eqgs
and dry milk have been ihcreasingly utilized in the last 30 ygars,"ahd
that pork and fish consumption has been maintained at a fairly constant
levels All of these are substitutes for beef, and the quantities,
qualities, and prices of theséiprdducts will detérmine how cbmpqtitive
they are. But if incomes continue to rise, and if price relatiénships
do not vary significantly, beef should continue to hold its marke*f:~
posifiono |

A fifth factor which influences the demand for beef is the environ-
mental conditions which affect consumption. The threat of war i5 a
condition that supports demand through its influence on employmént,
inecome, prices, etc. A third world war would have unpredictéble positive
effects on the supply of and demand for food. Recessions have a depress—
ing effect’on beef consumption, because the use of beef responds so
readily to income changes. Natural disasters, such as floods,.violent
storms, droughts, and severe winters, produce locally beavy demands fer

foods Economic disturbances such as strikes and layoffs cause food
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purchases to drop off. *-Occlrance of any of these events can only be
guessed at and- so fhey are not considered in this reports - - -

The prospects for a continuing strong demand for beef appear to
be good.® The population is expected %o increaseat-a substantial rate,
and food requirements will grow with it.. Incomes are expected to rise
as economic development is realized, and more mohey will be spent for
food, Consumers will be in a'befber position to express.faste and

breference for foody- and beef should be a favored food item.

Supply of Beef

‘ The Supply of beef is 1nf1uenced by numerous factors including (l)w
the resources employed in beef productlon, (2} the organlzatlon and man-
agement of these resources, (3) methods and techoology used in productlon,
(4) changing specifications for beef, and (5) national agricultural
policys - These factors; like those affecting demand,’areuiﬁseparable in
"the influence they have on the supply of beef. But their:effects need
to be recognized so that future producfion may be predigted:

It has been noted that the resources basic to the production of fed
cattle are feed grains and feeder cattle. It will therefore be useful
to consider briefly the history of and potential for broduction_of these
_resources,

In the last ten years, there have been some importaht‘cbanges in
feed grain production in the United States. As shown’in Table I, output
of corn, barley, and grain sorghums has been increasedy while production

of oats has decreased only slightlys
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TABLE I. PRODUGTION OF FEED GRAINS, UNITED STATES, SELECTED YEARS
1950=60.0%*
Date . Corn Oats Barley Sorghum Grain-
1000 bu. 1000 bu. 1000 bu. 1000 bue
1951 2,628,937 1,277,647 257,213 " 162,863
1952 2,980,793 1,217,433 228,168 90,741
1953 2,881,801 1,153,205 246,723 115,719
1954 2,707,913 1,409,601 379,254 235,295
1955 2,883,682 1,503,074 401,225 242,526. .
1956 3, 090 016 1,163,160 376,873 206,205
1957 3,072,913 1,300,954 437,170 5644324 .
1958 3,441,528 1,415,570 475,196 610,376
1959 3,909,414 1,066,370 422,073 5854253
1960a/ 13,948,608 1,161,512 423,136 637,673

* Sourcéet United States Department of Agriculture, Grain_and Feed
Statistics, Supplement for 1960 to Statistical Bulletin:
No. 159, Agricultural Marketing Service, Washingten, D, C.,
March, 1961,

a/ Preliminary

Acreages of bailey and grain sorghuﬁs have increased éignificaﬁﬁly,
while acres devoted to corn have been maintained and those used for bats
‘production have decfeased;lg/

It appears that feed Qréin p:oducﬁion’in the United States in 1975

will equal or exceed requirements»as'projected'by Rogers and Bartonolgj

ig/ United Stafes Departmenf of Agriculture, Grain and Feed Statistics,
Supplement for 1960 te Statistical Bulletin No. 159, Agrlcultural
Marketing Service, Washlngton, Do Coy March 1961,

4
.;"/ Robert O. Rogers and Glen T. Barton, Our Farm Productlon Potential,
1975, Agricultural Informatien Bulletin No. 233, ‘Agricultural

'Research Service, United States Department of Agriculture,; Washing=-

tony Do Co, 1960,
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Record yields of feed_grainé in 1958-=59 were almosf equal to 1975
requirements, and if farmers increase the rate of adoption of knoﬁﬁ
but unused £echnology, yields and output will rise up to.or beyond -
expeéted levels, |

In the immediate future, production of feed grains may be iéstricted
by control progréms which will be a péit of national agriculfdrai'policy;
Rebeﬁt deVeiopments make the prospects for such programs-hérd to predicfg
.. An accurate measure of past feeder cattle production was not- - -
feadi%y available., Dispesition of the annual calf crop is not exactly
known, and the managément of feeder cattle varied somewhat in eaéﬂ pro=-
duction year. Howevér,‘data were abailabie rélative to the siée and
composition of the nation's. cow herds the sizé'of past calf crops is
approxima{ely knowns and some informétioh.concéfﬁing u{iiizafiqn oﬁ;
calves is available. It was poésible to comnstruct an éstimate of;the
availability of feeder calves over the past-ﬁen yearso

In Table II, data concerniné the size of the total cow'herd, its
composition, and the size of the calf crops are shown,

Changes in the size ahd composition of the total cow herd diiectfy
affected the annual calf crop. As the beef cow herd inﬁreaéed in-the
eariy i95®fs, the annhual output of calves increased By abodt the same
amounte. As the dairy cow herd decreased in size in the‘late-1950's;
the producfion of calves dropped'by about 75 pefcenﬁ‘of‘the‘decreéseo

It appears that the increased broportion of beef coWs in the total cow
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herd led to some increase in calf output per hundred cows, so the

chanée'in'composition of the total herd was impof{ant to calf production,

TABLE II. COWS 2 YEARS OLD AND OLDER ON FARMS, AND CALF CROPS,
UNITED STATES, 1951=1960,%* o
Year All Cows Cows Kept ~ Other ~ Percent . GBalf-
For Milk . Cows Other Cows . Crop
1000 hds . 1000 hdo 1000 hde. 1000 thu 1006 hde -
~1951 142,094 23,568 . 18,526 44 35,825
1952 43,923 23,060 20,863 - 47 38,273
1953 46 4,840 23,549 123,291 50 41,261
1954 48,946 23,896 25,050 51 42,601
1955 49,121 23,462 25,659 - 52 42,4112
1956 48,283 - 224912 25,371 ' 52 41,376
1957 46,859 22 325 24,534 52 39,905.
1958 45,430 21, 265 244165 53 © 384860
1959 45,244 - 20,132 25,112 55 38,938
1960 45,871 .199527, 26,344 57 39,280
¥# Source: United States Department of Agriculture, Livestock.and Meat.

Statistics, and Livestock and Poultry Inventory, Statistical
Bulletins Noo.' 230 and 278, Agricultural Marketing Serv1ce,
Washingtony Do Gos 1960,

Data relatlve to the d1sp051t10n of the calf crops are shown in

Table IIT,

They reveal some changes in use which have increased the

number of cattle available for feedinge

Of the net calves availabley, a:decreasing number was utilized as

replacements for dairy cowss an increasing number was used as replace=

ments and increase for beef cattlé;.and a decreasing number was sléﬁéhféﬁéa

commercially and on the farm, The result was a steady increase in

nhumbers available for feedinge
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TABLE III. FEEDER CATTLE PRODUCED, UNITED STATES, 1951-60,%
Item 1951 1952 1953 . 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 + 1960
1,000 hd. 1,000 hd,- 1,000 hd. 1,000 hd. 1,000 hd. 1,000 hd. 1,000 hd. 1,000 hd., 1,000 hd, l;OOO hd.
1. Calves bern - . ’
preceding year 34,899 35,825 38,273 41,261 42,601 42,112 41,376 39,905 38,860 38,938
2, Calf deaths _ ‘ '
preceding vear 2,297 2,326 2,431 2,487 - 2,489 2,462 2,425 2,355 2,298 2,375
3. Net calves . g
available 32,602 33,499 35,842 38,774 40,112 39,650 38,951 37,550 36,562 36,563
4, Heifer calves for - )
diary replacements 5,719 5,974 6,029 5,786 - 5,480 5,267 5,126 5,050 5,079 - 5,034
" 5, Heifer calves for :
beef replacements 5,971 6,535 6,150 ..6,B14 6,238 " 5,926 * 5,903 6,557 7,036 7,018
6. Calves kept for bulls :
(25% bulls Jan. 1) . 422 443 447 474 457 438 423 404 396 414
7. Farm calf slaughter
during year 484 494 532 524 487 487 449 423 389 386
8. Commercial calf
slaughter during year . 8,418 8,894 11,668 12,746 © 12,377 12,510 11,902 9,314 7,679 8,223
9. Deaths during vyear : )
(2% net calves) 652 670 717 . 775 802 790 778 748 731 731
10. Total other uses 21,666 23,030 25,573 . 26,819 - 25,841 25,418 24,581 22,496 - 21,310 21,806
11. Total cattle available ' : :
- for feeding (under 2 .
yrs. old) 10,936 10,489 10,269 11,955 14,271 14,230 14,370 15,054 15,252 14,757

¥ Sources

278, Agricultural Marketing Service, Washingten, D. C., 1960,

United States Department of Agriculture, Meat Animals and Livestock and Poultr Inventor » Statlstlcal Bulletins No, 284 and
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,Changes in the size and éompoéition of the cow herd and the -
diqusition of feeder cattle produced do not télllthe-WHole story
about beef pfodhéfiohg Of -great importance was ‘the increased produte
tion bef.héad of cattle from which the beef supply was obtaineds In
the period 1951-60, total live weight of cattle and calf production
increased by 25 percent. In the same time, the total number of
. cattle and calves on farms January 1 increaééd by only 17 pérceﬁfglé/
Gains in productivity have beén more important than increases in cattle
numbers as a source of larger beef and veal suppliese

Facﬁors’théf contributed to increased productivity include (1) -
more calves raised to maturity, (2) less death 1oss,<(3) changes in
the cattle inventpry,'(4) more calves born per 100 cows, and {5)
higher slaughter weightso-i

In recent years, calf siaughter has declined. In 1960‘oniy 25;f_
perceﬁt of all cattle and calves siaughféred were calﬁes,‘whiie'ihfi951
calf slaughter was 36 percent of the.total. Reductions in calf |
'slaughtei'haQe incréésed the average Weight bf all cattle slaugﬁiéredaiéf

While some reduction in death loss for talves has occiirred since
1950, the big reduction occurred in previous yearso Today9 almost 20

16/

percent fewer cattle and calves are lost than in the 1920%s,

lﬁ/ .United States Departmenf of Agriculture, Livestock and Meat Situa—
tion, Economic Research Service, LMS=117, Washingtony Do Cos 1960,

15/ see. Table IIL, .
lé/ United States Department of Agriculture, ‘Livestock and Meat Statis-
" tics, Statistical Bulletin No. 230, Agricultural Marketing Service,
Washingtony De Coy 19600

’
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The number of beef cattle in the total cattle invenﬁory has
increased steadily, and about 69 bercent of all caﬁtle and caivés are
now beef cattle. . In the beef cattle inVenforyg beef cows now accotint
for about 40 percent of all beef cattle and calves, compared with
about 32 percent in the 1920°s. This has been a result of feeding
more eaf%le, slaugﬁtefing steers and heifers at an earlier ége, and
improvements in:breeding and management practices.

The number of calves born per 100 cows and heifers. two years oltd
and older climbed fq 88 in 1953 and has exceeded 85 since 1950, With -
an ihc;easingly large cow herd, a high birth rate has added many
calves to annual inventories.

Average slaughter weights of cattle have made long term inereases
over the past 40 years. .The average dressed weight of cattle has been
over 500 pounds since 1949 compared to 468 pounds in 1920, Theibeakiof
572 pounds was reached in 1959, Increased slaughtef weigﬁts'have :
obvieusly been important to increased supplies of beef.

In the future, feeder cattle production is likely fo be incféaséd'
by (1) further increases in fﬁe numbers of beef cows, and (2) some
increase in production ef calvese Calving rates should reach 90 -
percent as improved bféeding and handling practibes are adopted. .This
will result in greater numbers of cattle,aﬁailable fbr'feedihgo The
trend toward raising a-greater percentage of calves to ﬁafuriéy ind
toward feeding more animals im the inventory before slaﬁghtér canh bg' .
expected to continue, and theée practice; will ingrease thé supbly of

beefo
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The methods and téchnoiogy:uséd'in‘cattle feedihg have cﬁanggd
considerébiy in the paét aecade too. %hese changes have permiffeﬂ' 3
farmérs to handle more cattle and to achieve higher levels of produc—
tion per animale They have caused some important changes in many beef
fégding operations and have gmnfiibdféd to the increased supplies of -
beefo

‘Mechaﬁizéﬁibn-of mqhy féeding‘opefé{ions has reduced labor require-
ments and increased output ﬁei man hour. Greater numbers of cattle have
been fed in lots where mechanical equipmehf has been insfaﬂéd9 and
greater precision in feeding-hés75een possible;

A great amount of work has been done with feeds and rations too.
‘New uses of feeds have been éé\}éloped9 and new feeds and feed additives
have been discovered, New methods of formulating rations have been
important. A completely balanced ration in the form of a pellet or
wafer has been developed and hés been quite popular where it has been.
available. These achievements have increased the efficiency of fedd
conversion and prodﬁced.mofe.pounds of beef.per.loompound of feeds

furfher deVeiopments ih methods and technology such as those~
described can be expected for the future. The efficiency of feed -
conversion will be increased through improved rations and better nutri-
tions methods for processing and handling feedg will be improveds and
facilities for feeding and handling livestock will be ekpanded_agd:

improved.




- 18 =

A factor which has had important effects on cattle feeding énd on
supplies of beef is specification: buying by packers and processors of
beefo. These specifications are a consequence of consumers® demands for
lean tender méat and of retailers’ needs for regular sﬂpplies of high
quality carcasses. They héve required that cattle feedérs produce fed
cattle on a continuing basis, ip large volume, and of a high and uniform
qualitye. |

These conditions have certainly influenced the management of-the
total cattle inventory; It has been necessary that feeder cattle be
made available at all times during the year so that they could be
fattened and marketed according o packer requirements. In addition,
the methods and techniques used in cattle feeding have had to be adjusfed
so that the products of the feeding pfocess9 the fed cattle, would
meet grade and-weighf specifications, Trends toward‘early maturify
. and feeding of a greater proportion of cattle sladghtered are the
result of changes in management.

In the future, specifications are likely to be even more important
to production eof fed cattle. They will require that close attention be
given to cattle and to feeding practices, so that the final—producf will
meet market demanﬂo

The supply of beef in the next 15 years must increase if the
demands of an increasing population are to be met. PrOSpecfs are that
adequate sﬁpplies will be produced, but some further adjustment in feed

and cattle production will be made. Cattle feeders will have to bé
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consfaﬁflyAalert tb changes in demand and market Speéificafionsn They
.willﬂhéve to adjust production so aglto make the best use of £héir
resources and to maximiée retui;s‘tb’their gnterprises;

Because of the expected stroné dehand for beefy it should be safe
to say that prospects for'prpfitable cattle feeding operationé do exist?
The interest in feeding-in the’Northern Great Plains is well founded,
However, further analysis of the situation in this region is’ needed to
determine the real potemtial for Aevelopment. The competitive:pqsition 
of livestock feeders needs to be examined, and the effects of‘an expan=
sion of feeding must be determined. The balance of this report is
devoted to aﬁ analysis of the topice

7 .

The Beef Cattle Industry=—A Framework fof Analysis

The analysié of the prospects for and potential of cattle feeding
in the Northern Great Plains is best conducted within the framework of
the whole beef cattle industryoLZ/ The region dees not exist as an
isolatea area separate from other regions where cattle and feed are
produced. It ﬁs an intégral pait_of the industry. To achieve "perspec—
tive and to identify circumstances surrounding production and marketing
of cattle in the Northern Great Plains and in the United. States, a brief
description of the beef cattle industry is essentiale

For the purpose of-this description the United States was divided

into seven regionsy, as shown in Figure 1.

1/ The beef cattle industry is defined here as an industry composed
. of many preducing and marketing units and performing functions
necessary to the creation of the end product, meat.
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Region 1 is the study area, the Northern Great Plains. Régibné 2
to 7 represent other important areas of production or Gonsumpfibn of
_béef cattle. Within each regioh9 physical factors such as climaté ang
topoéraph? are féirly hohogeniouso Agriculfufe in each region is genwh
eraliy rather unique to ity depending on the physical environment and
other conditions, épd,in all regions cattle are'pioduced and marketed,
Regions 24 3, 4, and 7 are the more Heavily popuiafed areas where beef
'consumption.is‘important,rand some’fairly distinct food cohsumb%ion
péfterns are found in each of them. It is believed that this regional

breakdown is appropriate to the description of the beef cattié industry.

Production of'Feeder Cattle

"The producfiom of beef may be said to statt with fhe prbducfion
of cattle which are born and raised on farms and ranches in all of the
48 contiguous states. . In the West, where most of our hay and-pasiufe'
1énd is located, we find the large ranches and the big beef<cdw-herdso
In the East, we find the large dairy hexrds from which cohe‘mamy'cattie
to be utilized in beef produé%ion. In the.South, there is a rapidly
developing livestock econém§ which is prod&cing increasing numbers of
beef animals. To properly describe the pfodﬁcfion of cattle in the
seven regions of the United.States, daﬁa'on preduction were assemblea

and-appeaf‘in Table IVe




- 22 -

TABLE IV. FEEDER CATTLE PRODUCED IN 7 REGIONS UNITED STATES,

1956-60,%
Cattle , ‘ ©  Cattle
Year Available for . "~ Year Available for
Feeding a/ - S Feeding_g/
1000 hds N 1000 hdes
Region I S Region 5 R
1956 2382 1956 4860-
1957 2348 1957 4717
1958 . . 2242 1958 3998
1959 2296 1959 3917
1960 2304 1960 : 4019-
Region 2 . ' Region 6
1956 2117 . 1956 E 1864
1957 2302 1957 1827
1958 2834 1958 - 1713
- 1959 2961 1959 - - 1730
1960 2795 1960 . 1754
Region 3 . _ _ Region 7
1956 823 . : 1956 990
1957 754 S 1957 608
1958 475 S 1958 819 -
1959 431 : 1959 818
1960 595 ' - 1960 906 -
‘Region 4 : United States . :
1956 3242 1956 " 144232
1957 3322 . 1957 14,370
1958 - 3923 ‘ ' 1958 15,054
1959 3961 1959 15,252
1960 . 3374 . , 1960 . 14,757

* Sources United States Department of Agriculture, Meat Animals and
Livestock and Poultry Inventory, Statistical Bulletins ‘No.
284 and 278, Agricultural Marketing Service, Washington,
Do Coy 19600

a/ Calculated as in Table III,
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Examination of the data indicates that Region 5, which includes

Nebragska, Kansas, Oklahoma, and Texas, prboduced the greatest number

of feeder cattle in each of the five years. 'In'19609 over four million
head were produced, and this amounted to about 27 percent of all such
cattle produced in.the United States. Region 4 ranked second in pro=
_duction of feeder cattle in 1960, with an output of about 3.5 million
head. About 24 percent -of the total in the United States were produced.
here. Region 2 ranked third in feeder cattle prgduction in 1960,
Almost_2,8 million head were made available for feeding. The

Northern Great Plains, Region 1, ranked fourth in feeder production

in 1960 close behind Region 2. Im Montana, North Dakota and South
Dakota, 2.3 million head of cattle were available for feeding, about

16 percent of the total feeders im the United States. Region 6,
composed of the inter-mountain states, produced 1.7 million feeder
calves in 1960, about 12 percent of all feeder cattle produced.

Region 7, which-includes the western coastal states, produced a small
but increasing number of feeder cattle in the 1956-60 period. Numbers
produced were increased from 590 to 906 thousand head. This is not a
significant part of total feeder production but it has been quite
important to these states. Region 3 was found to be different from

the other regions in that fewer éattle were produced than were t'rtilizedo
About 90 percent of the number of net calves were slaughtered in the
region annually. With the requirements for replacements and increase,

it was necessary that calves be imported for veal.
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The data in Table IV has served to identify important areas of
feeder cattle pioducfion and to describe produ¢£ibn in qUanﬁi%ative
terms, The estimates of cattle available for feeding will bg useful

in analyzing potential devélopments_in cattle feedingo

Mé;ketigg.of Feeder CattLe:

Many cé%tle andlcaives are féd of f the farms where they are
pioducedo -Fégxthis'deSCriéfion of the beef caf%léuindusiry ;tli;:
important to note the markets employed in achieviﬁg fhe~£fahsfer~‘
from farm and ranch to feedlot and the movements of feeder cattlee:

‘D;ta in Table V are indicative of the imporfance of various
market outlets,

Auctions were most important in 1955, with 43 pe;cen{ of all -
calves sold in the United States going through this kiha of mérket{
Auctions were quite popular in the Northeast and South and less ime
portant in the West, Terminal public markets handled over 21 percent
of all calves soldy and these outlets were most employed in the North
Central area. Country sales invoiving dealers énd farmers were direct
salesy involvihg no market égency9 and acéouhted for 32 percentiéf all
calves solde This method of disgosition was most important'in the
Weste A small percent of calves went to packers to be slaughtered

"as vealo . ' |

Movements of feeder cattle from areas where they were produced to

areas where they were fed were difficult to trace. Reporting of-sales
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‘TABLE V., PERCENT OF CALVES SOLD THROUGH DIFFERENT MARKET OUTLETS, BY GEOGRAPHIC REGIONS, 1955%

Percentage Seld threuqh Market Outlets . -

Country Sales

Kind of Livestock Number Terminal Direct Local All
and Region Marketed Public Auctioens to Dealers Farmems Others
Markets Packers

- 1000 hd, percent = percent percent percent percent percent
Calves Under 1 Years

Northeast 1,915 13.4

North Central 6,989 29.8

South 6,720 19.0

West 2,765 13,2

United States

18,389 21,6

¥ Seurces

United States Department of Agriculture, Oy S hh ck :
Market Research Report No. 216, AgricultuLal Marketlng SevV1ceg Washlngton9
1956,
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and shipmehts of cattle varied from state fo state, and the kinds and
amounts of data varied considerable too. Tabie VI is representative
of .the reports that are made of feeder cattle shipments, and data are
indicative of ‘general movemehfsoig/

Shipments of stockers and feeders out 'of public stock: yards in
Regions 2 and 5 wére quite important in the period 1956-60. They
éccounted for 55 percent of all 1960 shipments from stockyards. 1In
these regions are located some of the principal areas of produétioﬁ of
cattle and all the majer pué}ic terminal markets for stockers and feeders
except Denver. Kansas City is fhe most importanf‘market in terms of |
stockers and feeders. 'Sioux City, Omaha, Oklahoma City, Fort.Worthy
and San Antonio also ship large numbers of cattle.

The publiec sﬁockyards in Sioux Falls is of moderate size and-is
much the same kind of market as thosé in. Region 2, Many feeder- cattle
produced in Region 1 are marketed in Sioux Falls, Ste Paulg'éhd‘Siodx
Citye |

The stockyards in Region 6 serve the intermountain stafes and handle
as many as a Hélf million stockers and feeders. The ihcréasing‘populér=
ify of direct selling has made these markets less important. |

'Other stockyards in Regions 3, 4, and 7 shipped small humbers of
cattle and were not imporfanto L

Of the total number of stockers and feeders shipped from fhese

18/ See also Tables IV and:V in Appendixe

)




TABLE.VI. INSPECTED STOCKER AND FEEDER SHIPMENTS OE CATTLE AND CALVES
FROM PUBLIC STOCKYARDS, 1956=60,%

Origin 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960
: 1000 hde 1000 hde 1000 hde 1000 hdse 100 hd.
Region 1 ‘ .
Sioux Falls 117 111 125 113 133
Region 2. ‘ '
Chicage . 97 70 68 63 49
Cimcinnati 13 13 16 18 16
Detroit 28 17 11 9 8
_Indianapolis 64 45 48 .52 59
Kansas City 608 444 456 477 441
Ste Louis 144 134 130 148 135
- Sioux GCity . 439 508 377 586 489
S..-Sto. Joseph 124 125 140 154 156
St, Paul 143 138 138 139 130
Total 1,684 1,499 1,588 1,651 1,487
Region 3 T : :
Lancaster 92 84 105 117 117
Region 4 _
Baltimore 26 24 21 34 31
Louisville 55 - 58 73 78 87
‘Nashville 22 .36 63 - 63 56
Total 104 119 157 177 174
Reglon 5 S
Omaha 433 - 360 413 427 359
Wichita 125 112 127 128. 119
Oklahoma City 398 324 304 403 391
Fort Werth 292 213 268 286 371
San Antonio - 302 203 218 263 249
. Total 1,552 1,214 1,332 1,508 1,491
Region 6
Clovis 81 ~31 25 31 . 75
Denver 307 264 277 300 258
Ogden 188 116 109 96 100
Total 577 412 412 428 434
Region 7 ) . -
Los Angeles 80 46 37 50 9
All Other Inspected 982 1,665 1,696 1,609 1,539
Total 5,192 5,154 5,455 5,656 5,387

* See asterisk on next pageo
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TABLE VI. INSPECTED STOCKER AND FEEDER SHIPMENTS OF . CATTLE AND CALVES
' FROM PUBLIC STOCKYARDS9 1956=60,% ° (Cohilnued) ‘
Destination 1956 1957 . 1958 1959 1960

- 1000 hde 1000 hde  "1000 hd.- 1000 hde. 1000 hd.
Region 1 ,

South Dakota 88 104 117 107 99
Region 2 : .

' Ohio 146 .97 88 91 81
Indiana 205 153 135 139 150
Illinois 534 414 390 -~ 438 391
Michigan 78 59 39 44 48
Wisconsin 20 18 . 17 18 20
Minnesota 162" - 153 170 191 191
Iowa 891 883 1,034 1,111 971
Missouri 309 324 294 337 356
, Total 2,349 2,104 2,171 2,373 24212

Regison 3 ‘ ' :
Pennsylvania 121 112 ‘133 148 141

Region 4 . '
Maryland .20 21 19 27 25
Virginia 12 11 7 6 3

. Kentucky 53 40 36 41 40
Tennessee 40 35 44 45 47

Total 127 109 108 120 116

Reglon 5
Nebraska 343 395 467 472 393
Kansas- 240 395 431 .393 407
Oklahoma 200 223 239 216 - 219
‘Texas 42% 395 485 527 496

Total 1,209 1,409 1,623. - 1,608 1,516

Region 6 N . C
Colerado 220 174 <192 .. 197 " 162
Utah 43 39 44 - 40 47

Total 263 214 ..236 237 209

Region 7 - R A
California 475 296 275 278 336

All .Other Inspected 557 802 | 789 o782 755

- Total 5,192 5,154 5,455 5,656 5,287

* Sources United States Department of Agriculture, Livestock and Meat

Statistics, Statistical Bulletin No. 230, Agricultural

Marketing.Service, Washingtony, De. Co, 1960,




movement of feeder cattle is evident.

public stockyards in 1960, 69 peicént were consigned fp states in

Regions 2 and 5. The total number of feeders shipped to Regions 2

"and-5 exceeded the shipments from stockyards in those regions so there

waS'obvioqsly a‘movément:of feeder cattle into them.

Shipmen{s to Califophia from these public stockyards far exceeded

the numbers handled by the Los Ahgéles yard°' A distinct westward

# Shipments of stockers and feeders from stockig;dgnin_Regipns 1,-4,'
and 6 'exceeded the numbers consigned to states“ip,ﬁbeseh;egjgngy_anq
feeders shipped from "all other inspeéted“ st&ck?ards.weie double the
consignment to other states.

These and.other: data on movements of feeder cattle gan'be pictured
by & £low diagram which shows in a general way the_dizgction of movement
of cattle from areas-of production to areas whe;é cattle are féa. It
is shown'in Figure 2, It is useful as a piéfofi%l rebresenfation of a

marketing process important to cattle feeding.

Production of Feed Grains
An_important asééct of cattle feeding is feed prbduction and
marketing. Eeedlbf cdhditioning and fatfening-depends“upon adeqﬁate
supplies of the feed grains, so it is important to kﬁow where these
grains-were producéd, how they were marketed, and where they were
usedo

Table VII shows production of the four feed grains by region

for the 1956=60 periode.




STATES-FEEDER
CATTLE PRODUCTION

General Direction of Flow of Feeder Cattle from Areas of Production to Areas Where Cattle are Fed

Figure 2:
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TABLE VII. FEED GRAIN PRODUCTION, 7. REGIONS, UNITED STATES, 1956-60,%

Corn

525

Qats Barley Grain
_ Mil. bue. Mils bu. Mil. bu. . Mil, bu,
Region 1
‘. 1956 106 101 111 1l -
1957 136 178 132 6 .
1958 -101 206 173 5
1959 66 88 133 3
1960 126 183 135 6
Region 2
1956 2,242 771 57 9
. 1957 2,138 786 43 4] .
1958 24294 904 - 54 50
1959 2,749 711 45 30
1960 2,737 722 45 28
‘Region 3 ‘
1956 77 59 11 o
1957 54 71 11 e
1958 85 68 12 s
1959 84 69 6 —
1960 83 62 9 S—
Region 4 :
1956 490 117 20 7
1957 403 86 16 13
1958 531 61 15 15
1959 529. 72 16 10
- 1960 56 17 -9

¥ 'See asterisk on next page.
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'TABLE VII. FEED GRAIN PRODUCTION, 7 REGIONS, UNITED STATES, 1956=60.%

(Continued) '
Corn Oats b Barley Grain
' Mile bue Mile buse - Milo. bue Mils bue o
" Region 5. ‘ : ' ,
1956 148 . A 4 ¢ 18 " 167
1957 ’ 294 135 - 34 459
1958 389 _ 136 49 502
1959 440 - 87 : 49 499
1960 442 o 100 . 49 553
Region 6 ‘ } _ e -
1956 11 17 o 45 10
1957 17 21 63 26
1958 20 20 : - 55 : 25 .
1959 19 17 55 23
1960 ‘16 16 56 22
Region 7
1956 13 24 111 9
- 1957 - 18 ' 28 132 12
1958 . 17 23 109 - 15
1959 : 19 20 114 - 18
1960 17 18 108 ‘ 17
United. States o
1956 3,090 1,163 376 . 206
1957 3,060 1,308 - 435 561
1958 - 3,441 1,422 470 614
1959 3,909 1,066 422 585
1960 3,948 1,161 423 637

* Sources United States. Department of Agriculturey, Crop Productien,
’ Agricultural Marketing Servicey; Or Pr 2-=1, Washington,
Dg Cog 19600 '
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. Region 2 was the.leadei in feed grain producfiono Total output'
of all feed grains-has exceeded three billion bﬁshgls since 1956 and
amounted to more than 3.5 billion bushels in 1959-60. This was more
than one-half of all feed grains produced in the United States. The
regioen--is an iﬁportant producer of liyesﬁock feedss -

Region 5 ranked second in'putbut of feed grains, In this regioh' o
approximately l.1 billion bushels of cofn? oats, barley; and grain
sbrghum were produced in 1960, Tﬁis was about 18 peigeni of the total
oﬁtpué of the Uniféd Staée;o An impor%ahf aspéct of,prodpction in - ’
this rééion.has been the gfeat increases in outpuf of corn, barley, S o
and.grain Sorghuﬁ# in the paét five yeérsc, | I

Region 4 ranks third in feed‘graih produétionc_“The sQutheaétern
states'produced about 609 million bushels of fﬁg fgur.feed‘grains in
1960 -Corn was the most imporfant gfain'ig_this-a;ea,,bgt the putput'
of grain sorghums was increasing from:195'6;60° Total output was almost
ten:percent'of that produced in the United States, - '

Begion 1, the Northern Great Plains, produced approximately 450
million-bushels of corn, oatsg'Earley, and grain §Qfgﬁﬁmé“in 1960,
,Thisuwas=ab0d£ seven percent of total prmauctign in the Uniﬁgd-ﬁtateéo
Oats were produced in the dmea{est volume_im_tbei;95§gépvperiod,_With
barley-and corn folimWing closely in terms of fgfa};ogﬁp@tnm Graih
éorghums.were felatively unimportant. In ‘the f&ve;ygar period output °
.0f each of the grains fluctuated wideiyg.ahd'%6t31 produétion for the

region varied from 487 million bushels in 1958 to 291 million bushels
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in 1959, Variations in annual output have been characteristic of -
Region 1 énd probably must be expected in future years.
The remaining regiqns‘produced-relafiVely small porfiom,of feed

grains in the United Stateso

Disposition of Feed Gfa{ns_

Because of the concentration df'feed_graiﬁ-p:oductibn_in the
midwegf, disposition of the total annqal'suppiieg,is of in%eregf.
Table VIII shows feed grain dispositioﬁ fqr the seven regiﬁné in

.terms of farm use and sales;ig/

The data show that in Region 2 about 57 pergenf of fhe 196@_
corn crop was used (feed, séed’and home'qse)‘pn”faims where produced.
In addifion,‘some'73 percent of the oafs,"444p§icgpt,of the“bagieQ
and~53-§ercen£ of the 'grain sorghumé_producgd_inﬂiQéO were used on
the farms where pro&ucedo Region 2 not only produced a large part of
all- feed graihs, but a significant percenﬁage of producfion was fed
where produced.

. Region 5, -second in preduction of feed grainégvuse@‘SQMQercen%,@f
1960 -output on the farms Wheme it was prpdﬁ§edo_ About 49 percent of
the corn and 23 percent of the grain sorghums produced were used on
férmso it appears thatilarge gquantities of éfainrsoféhums were sold
inwthe region to be used elsewhere or stored;;

- :In Region 4, the southeastern region, almost 69 percent of all

=i2/ ‘See also Table VI and VII in Appendix for further data on disposi-
tione '
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TABLE VIII. FEED GRAIN DISPOSITION, 7 REGIONS, UNITED STATES, 1956-60.%

Corné/

Qats

Barley

Grain Sorghums

Feed Grains

Used on Farms

. exe Producedi Sold

mil.bu.
Region 1
1956 99
1957 © 119
1958 97
1959 84
1960 121
Region 2
1956 1,468
1957 1,500
1958 1,596
1959 1,726
1960 1,690
Region 3
1956 96
1957 . 88
1958 102
1959 99
1960 100
Region 4
1956 393
1957 343
1958 420
1959 411
1960 400
Region 5
1956 112
1957 158
1958 207
1959 t226
1960 229
Region 6
1956 22
1957 27
1958 28
1959 30
1960 30
Region 7
1956 9
1957 9
1958 9
1959 12
1960 12
United States
. 1956 2,203
1957 2,247
1958 2,462
1959 2,589
1960 2,586

mil.bu.

40
48
36
21
46

955
813
891

1,209

1,250

27
12
31
31
32

142
104
155
166
176

68
152
196
236
239

11
13
14
16
14

1,251
1,155
1,337
1,692
1,766

Used on Farms

| Whexe Produced.
mil,bu,

71
119
139

61
123

586
608
682
539
525

48
59
56
57
53

67
51
41
45
35

51
98
96
63
68

10
12
12
11
10

=

~ oo

'846
959
1,087
785
824

Sold
mil.bu,

29
59
67
26
59

184
177
221
172
197

10
11
11
11

9

49
34
20
26
21

19
37
40
24

[oaNe e s JhXo LN ]

14
19
14
12
11

316
348
384
281
337

| Used on Farms

Used on Farms

Fazm, J Sales

Where Produced! Sold !Where Produced { Sold Total

mil,bu, mil,bu, mil,bu. mil.bu. mil.bu. mil.bu. mil,bu.
29 81 1 e 355 202 153
36 96 3 3 486 278 208
38 135 3 2 518 277 24]
36 97 1 1 329 182 146
41 94 3 2 494 230 203
27 30 5 4 3,262 2,087 1,174
22 21 27 14 3,186 2,159 1,026
22 32 28 22 3,497 2,329 1,168
18 26 17 13 3,722 2,301 1,421
19 25 14 13 3,736 2,250 1,486
.9 2 mmess e 196 154 4]
8 2 pememe e 183 156 26
9 3 215 168 46

4 1 206 161 45
6 .2 205 161 43
15 4 4 2 679 480 199
12 4 7 6 565 415 149
12 3 8 6 668 483 185
13 3 6 3 677 476 201
12 4 6 3 660 454 205
12 6 33 133 438 210 228
21 13 95 364 942 374 568
25 23 111 390 1,093 44) 652
27 21 126 373 1,099 444 655
25 24 129 424 1,173 453 720
18 26 2 7 101 54 46
24 38 6 20 148 71 77
24 30 6 19 139 7 68
22 32 6 16 136 70 65
25 31 6 15 133 72 60
16 94 1 8 167 38 129
19 113 1 10 195 39 156
15 94 2 13 172 35 137
15 ., 99 2 15 182 37 145
15 93 2 15 171 36 134
129 247 49 157 5,201 3,246 1,972
145 290 142 419 5,708 3,495 2,213
147 . 322 159 455 6,307 3,087 2,499
138 283 161 423 6,355 3,674 2,680
146 276 163 474 6,574 3,719 2,855

* Source: United States Department of Agriculture, Eield and Seed Crops, Agricultural Marketing Service, Cr Pr 1l (58), Washington,

D. C., 1958,

é/ Includes grain equivalent .of corn silage and forage as well as grain corn.
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feed grains were used on the farms where piodgged».uWhile_tHe farms
in the region did not produce a very la;ge'parf of the total feed.
.grains,'production was utilized to a greét'éxfent at home,

In Region 1, about 59 percent of the:lééO'outpuf of éll feed
grains-was used on the fafmé where proaucedo About 72,percen£ of
the corn was used at Eome9 while 67 perbehtjof the oats and 30‘percent
of the barley was utilized on farms where‘pioducedo A large part of
theubarley output was sold for storage or use off the farms where
produceds \

Regiens 7,-3,-and 6 did not csnépibute a great deal _to the
supply of feed.grainé, énd about one-half of;fhehproduction_did not
leave the farmé'whére it origihaﬁedo, In Regioﬁ Ty 22 pe;ceﬁt'of feed .
grain“ouﬁpuﬁ was used where produceds in Region 3, 79 percent“of'outppf
was ‘used- at homes and in Region 6, 54 pefpeni of ﬁhe feed grains pro=
duded were used on the farms where fbey piigingfedo It appeais fbat
'1ivéstock feeding is important on grain preducing farms in Reéioﬁs 3
and 6 but ﬁoi'in Region 7. ' |

As in the case with cattle movementss-info:mation concerning the
movements of feed grains is limited. Bd£~at‘least ohe study of Qrain
transportatlon in the north central states Jis useful to this descrlptlon
of the beef cattle 1ndustry, and statlstlcs provided by the Interstate

Commerce Commission on rail movements of feed grains are reveallng 22/

20/ See Tables VIII and IX in Appendixe
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Economists in the United States Deparfmenf of Agxipulturé repgntiy
complefed a study of gréin transportatien_in an area‘which.inclgded
North. Dakotay, South Dakota, Kansas, Minnesota,fNebréska Iéwa, Missouri,
Michigan,.Illinois, Ohio, and Indiana.’ These are states included in
Regioens 1, 2, and 5. vThis is an area which _ has been described in this
report as very important in the produéfign of feed érainso 8o the data
contained in the study of gfain movements is relevant,

These researchers foundlthat the bulk_of the grain sold by farmers
in this area was mbvéd to counfry elevators. At these éleva{ois, the
grain~Waé‘é£ored and eventually merchandised, Shipmenfs from these
elevators included consignments to terminal facilities, processors,
feeders,- and exporters both within the area and outside of it. During
1958,.204 billion bushels of grain were shipped to various destinations.

Oflthe 2.4 billion bushels of grain shipped by all country eleva=
.tors,'289 million bushels were local sales, 315 million bushels were
goverament grain, and 1.8 billion bushels were nonagovernment grain
shipped within the region. This leaves 242 million bushels of grain
of-which i75 million bushels were shipped out of the region, Thé balance
was ‘unrecorded shipmentso |

Figure 3 shows where and how shipments of grain out of the jegion
were made and the quantities of grain moved to identified areas. The
mode  of transport is alse shown in the figUreo

Shipments to the West where feed grain production is relatively

unimportant were made largely by states in the western part of tHe
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Figure 3. Interregional Shipment of Non-government Grain by Country Elevators in North Central

Region, 1958.
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nqrth central area. The principal movements were about 14 million
bushels of corn from Nebraska, five'million‘bU§hels of grain sorghums
from Kansas and Nebragka, and about two millidn'bushelsnﬁf soy beans
from Kansas, Nebraska and North Dakota.

‘Feed grain requirements for the Soufhwgst, beyond those met by
production of grain sorghums in that area, wgre“mgf by iﬁporﬁs“fxpm
the north central areae In-1959; about 51 million bushels of nhon-
government grain moved to this area from counfry elevatoers in the hoxth
central. area, Half of the grain move, 27 m;Ll_l_ion_b_L;éhe_ls9 was corne

Relatively small amounts of the feed grains were preduced in the:
Bast, and the area imported heavily,frqm theﬂnq;thhgentxalnareao The
major mpvement of grain was from terminal elevators, but the volume
of non=government grain shipped by country elevators was substantial.
Ohio was the leading state in eastern ship@éntow

While grain prbduétion in the Souiheast,ha@ﬁbegndexpgpding in
recent. years, it has not kept pace with the requirements of ﬁbe breller,
dairy, and livestock industry. Thus thq Southeast draws substantial
supplies of feed grain from the north cenﬁréi areay, some 79 millien
bushels in 1958'fiom‘coun{ry elevators and iérge volumes of érain frem
terminélsjwhich were shipped by‘bargeo"

It is evident that the north central é:ea is an important source
of supply of feed grains for areas surrbﬁnding it Fegd grains moved
from this important producing area in all-directions, but principally

to the ‘Southeast.and Southwest.
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The Interstate Commerce Commission data showed that movements of
corn out of Regions 2 and 5 amounted to 49 thousand tong and included
shipments to Regions 3, 4, 6, and 7. Regions 3 and 4 received 45
thousand tons by rail and Region 6 and 7 received 4 thousand tons, So
the bulk of the corn éhipments by r;il from Regions 2 and 5 appear to
"have been consigned to eastern and southeastern states.

Grain sorghums were produced largely in Region 5, and it was there
that the greatest rail movements occurred. Grain sorghums did move out
of Region 5, largely to Regions 2 and 7. It was noted that large gquan-
tities of grain sorghums moved by truck, so these data may not be
significant.

The bulk of the oats was moved by rail within Region 2, buf ship=
ments of 7,363 tons were made to the Eqst and Southeast=-Regions 3
and 4, Some shipments of oats were made from Region 1 to Region 2 and
within-Regions 5 and 7,

Considerable outbound traffic in barley was recorded for Region 1
in 1959, About 18,685 tons went to Region 2, and 4,68% fons went to
Region 7. Large quantities also moved within Region 2; with moderate
amounts going from there to Regions 3, 4,. and 5. Fn Region 7, there
were 9,398 tons of barley moved within the three-state area.

. These and other data onufeed grain movements seeh to be adequate
for the development of a floW diag¥am similér to that for feeder cattle.
It is recoghized that such aidiagram cannot represent actual movements
of feed grains with a great deal of accuracy, but it does provide a

picture of these movements which may be helpful,
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Areas Where Cattle Aré Fed

The areas where catfle are fed are described in part by the data
in Table VIII, In this table, the number of Eattle and calves on
feed‘Januaiy 1, piaced on feed, and marketed are recorded as the data
are available. The data are ‘incomplete because quarterly estimates
of cattle on feed were made in only 13 states dufing the 195557
period, 14 states in the year 1958, 21 states in 1959, and 26 states
in the final yeaf, 1960. Despite the inadequaqy of the data, ﬁhey
are inéluded'here,_for they are indicative of the impoiiance of cattle
in several states and in the regionse '

Tt is obvious that cattle feeding has been‘impor{an{ in Region 2.
This region has fed and maiketed a large proportion of all cattle
so handled. In 1960, when most imporfanf cattle feeding states were
inclﬁded in the United States Deparimgnt of Agriculture .;ceports9 45
ﬁercent of all cattle reported placed.pn feed were fed in feedlots in
this regien. |

Reéion 5 has also been important in cattle feeding. In 1960
about 20 percent of the cattle.placed on feed were found in the
southern plains s{:étes° In recent years the numbers of cattle fed
in this region‘have-seen increasing significahtlye

In Regions 6 aﬁd 7, which include the southwestern and coastal
1é£ates, about equal numbers of cattle were placéd on feed in 1960

In each region about 15 pércent of the cattle placed on feed .ih:-the
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TABLE IX. CATTLE AND CALVES ON FEED, JANUARY 1, PLACED ON FEED, BY
' QUARTERS, AND MARKETED BY QUARTERS, SELECTED STATES, 5
REGIONS, 1956-60.%

January 1 Placed On Marketed .  December 31

Inventory . Feed Buring During Year Inventory
‘ Year
1000 hd, 1000 hd. "~ 1000 hde. 1000 hd,.
Region,lﬁ/ ' :
1 State 1956 . 210 354 A 329 235
1 State 1957 . 235 386 - 359 266
1 State 1958 - 266 418 415 269
3. States 1959 455 640 653 442
3 States 1960 . 442 754 , 655 541
Region 23/ ,
6 States 1956 2887 5027 4874 3040
6 States 1957 3040 5008 5052 . 2996
6 States 1958 2996 5361 5183 3174
8 ‘States 1959 3397 5825 5686 ‘ 3536
8.States 1960 3536 5918 5782 3650
Region 53/
3 States 1956 ° 883 1958 1964 - 877
3 States 1957 877 1747 . 1788 836
4 States 1958 877 2212 2003 -« 1086
4 States 1959 1086 2524 2353 1257
4 States 1960 1257 2642 2570 - 1351
Region 62/
2 States 1956 488 988 956 520
2. States 1957 520 929 ‘ 961 488
2 States 1958 488 1151 1074 565
4 States 1959 767 1563 1462 868
7 States 1960 1009 . 1859 1803 1065
Region 7§/ , ,
1 State 1956 503 1230 1224 509
1 State 1957 509 1125 1229 - 405
1 State 1958 405 1275 1169 511
1 State 1959 511 1595 . 1441 665
3.States 1960 846 1973 1932 887

* See asterisk on next page.

E/ See next pageo




- 44 <o

TABLE IX. CATTLE AND CALVES ON FEED, JANUARY 1, PLACED ON FEED, BY
: QUARTERS, AND MARKETED BY QUARTERS, SELEC’I‘ED STATE39
REGIONS, 1956-60, (Continued)

January l Placed’On Marketed' 'December 31
Inventory Feed During DBuring Year Inventory

Year :
, 1000-hde -~ 1000 hd. "~ 1000 hd.- © 1000 hd.
Totals . :
13 States 1956 4971 9557 9347 5181
13 States 1957 5181 C 9195 - 9385 4991
14 States 1958 5032 10417 . 9844 5605
20 States 1959 6216 12147 11595 6768

25 States 1960 7090 13146 12742 7494

¥ Sources United States Department of Agriculture,. Cattle and Calves .
on Feed, Statistical Bulletin 277, Agricultural Marketing
Service, Washingtony Do Coy 1960,

&/ ‘Selected_states.1ncludes

1956=57 1958 1959 1960

Region 1 7 So Dake So Dako So .Dako So Dako
. No Dake N. Dake

~ Mont, Monte

Region 2 Ohio Ohio Ohio -Ohio

Ind, Ind, Ind, Ind.

111, Ili, Ill, Iil.

Minn. Minn. Minne © Minne

Towa Towa Iowa Towa .

Moo Mos Moo Moo

Miche MiCho

'Wisco WiSCo

Region 5 Nebro Nebro * Nebr, " Nebr,
Kans, Kanse ‘Kansae Kans.

Texas Texas =~ Texas Texas

Oklas Oklao Okla,

Region 6 Arizo Ariz, Arize . - Ariz.
Colo, -Colo, " .Coloe Coloo

Idaho Tdaho

Utah Utah

No ‘MeXO

Wyo.

Region 7 = Cale Calo Cal. Cal.
' . ' Washe
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26 states were to be found, The increase in cattle:feéding in these
two regions in recent years is also.netableo |

Numbers of cattle placed on feed 1n Region 1 have been relatlvely
small; though they have grown conS1derably in the last f1ve yearso
The 1960 total. of 754 thousand cattle placed on feed was less than
six percent of all cattle reported in the 26 states.

Region 2 must be recognized as a very important cattle feeding
areas Feeders in this ;egion draw feedef cattle out'ef many cattle
producing states (and especially from Regions 1 and 5) and they will
probably continue to exert great influence on productiop ahdifeeding

activities in the several regions.

Kinds and Characteristics of Feeding Operations

Infermafion about the kinds of feeding operations ih the_Seven
regions was not readily availableo Some data were oBtaiped from
college experiment stations which.described the extent of_feeding.ih
'certain areas, A few popular publicatiohs; trade .journals, and
magazines conteined articles which revealed some of the-ehaiacteris=
tics of feeding enterprises in various states and regions., These
maferials were reviewed and.summarized S0 tﬁat some measgie of the
ecope and character of cattle feeding ope:atiens in the seven,regions'
could be developed,

In Regibn 1, cattle feeding takes place largely on farﬁso

Feeding enterprises are complémeﬁfary in nature and located on both

—
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crop and livestock producing units. .Tﬁé9 have served as important -
outlets for farm producedifeedé and- cattle, and have utilized under-
employed, winter=time farm labor. About 600 farm feedlots were reported
in‘Montana in 1960, and 1,000 1o{s.were feported in Noitthakota'in that
year, These lots varied in size with most of them handling 100200 head.
A few lots have a éapaéity of 500=-1000 head of cattle., Both the number
of lots and the average nﬁmbér of head in each lot have been increasing
in recent yearse. )

Dry lot feeding has prevailed in the three-state area with the
feeding rations dependenf'on the location of the feedlotse Feeding
. operations are located both in irrigated valleys, Wﬁe?e'roughages
such as silage and hay are importaht, and in dryland producing areasy
whérg concentrates are available in lg;ge.quantitiesa Corn and barley
are the most used feed grains, and cﬁrn'éilage, alfalfa, gﬁd_oﬁher hays
are used as roughage. Suéar beet residues and by=products are included
in some rationé when they are availables

In recent years, comme;cial feeding operations have been developed
in all three states. There are about ten feedlots in Montana with
capacities for more than 1,000 head of cattle, and a similar number
were reported in South Dakota. But these large feedlots have not
handled a very large proportioq of the cattle fed in the regioﬁo

Farm‘feediﬁg of cattle is also importanf iﬁ Region 2, the Corn
Belt, Feeding enterprises are much more humerous in this region than

in any other and have been estéblished for longer periods of time,
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Cattle feeding is very'important in the Corn Belt becatise of the great
quantities of corn and corn silage preduced there. The outlets for

these crops have ffaditionally Been 1ivestock, both cattle and hogs,

and cattle are imported for feeding from the West and South.

Information from Illinois, Minnesota, and Indiana, provides some
insight into the scope of the feeding industry in the régione In
Illinois, nearly 7,000 farms marketed more than 50 head of cattle in
1959, Mere than 800 marketed 200 head, and 26 farms markefed;more
than 1,000 head of fed cattle. .Farm feeding is obviously quite impor-
tant while large scale commercial feeding has not developed significanflye
In Minnesota about 20,000 cattlé feeding,Operafions exist, but many of
these fed under 50 head. Ohly about 200 feediots handled’ more than 300
head during the yeary, and a small but ﬁndefermined number of lots fed
more than 500 head. About 1,800 feed lots were counted in Indiana whicb
fed more than 50 head of cattle per year° Only 23 lots fed mofe than 500
head annually, so here too farm feedlots prevail. The da{a for these
three states are probably quite representative of feeding operations in
Region 2, and it is obvious that farm féedlots are of greéfest importance,

Dry lot feeding has prevailed in the Corn Belt just.as it has in |
Region 1., Cattle typically are used to clean up crop-residues«=éorn
stubble'and other aftermath—eand then placed in féedlo'ts° Corn is the
principal concentrate used in the rations; with some oats added when
availables - Corn silage and hay are used as foughageso

Cattle feeding is important in enly one state in Region 3=='-




= 48 -
Pennslyvania. -About 80 thousand head of cattle and calves have been on
feed there on January 1 in each of the last five years, and humbers onh
feed have been increasing recently. Most of the feedlots in Pennsyle=
'vania are in the 30-50 head ciass with only 25-30 feeders handling over
200 animals per year. Less than a dozen feedlots have sufficient cas
pacity to feed 400-500 cattle at ohe time., Most of the larger unifs
have a year=ar6und feeding program, .while the smaller ones feed gaffie
only through the winter. The feeding program has been similar to that
typical of the Corn Belto
In Region 4, the southeast states, cattle feeding has just.begun to
develop as an important part of the beef cattle industry. Increasing
numbers of cattle have been placed on feed in recent years, and the
output of fed cattle has gone up significantly in several states. It was
reported that Georgia had 40 feedlots feeding 500 head or more annually
in 1960, and 26 lots of similar size were countéd in Florida. These
enterprises are indicative of the progress that has been made. Outpuf
of fed caitlé in Region 4 is not*?et a significant portion of United
States ﬁroductiona However, cattle feederslare gaining experience and
interest in cattle feeding is high. |
Grass has been an important feed in many southeastern cafﬁie

feeding operations. It is used to grow out cattle prior to féeding

and in some systems grain is fed to cattle Sn grass in the finishing
phase of the feeding program. Citrus fruit by-products also are used és

feeds, principally in Florida. Corh, corn silage, and Bay are the mOﬁt.
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imﬁortant feeds used in fattening cattle. Some grain‘sorghumS*have been
'used in the westefn states of the region in recent years,

Region 5 has rapidly become a most important cattle feeding areas
In the Southern Great Plains commercial feeding hasldevelobed and many
large, wéll organized feedlots are to be found. Fafmrfeeding has
increased too, as farmers have sought betﬁér outlets for feed and cattle.
Both numbers of feedlots and numbers of caftle per feealot have
increased.

In 1961, there were about 450 lots in Nebraska with capacities of
1,000 head or more. Of the$e about 30 would hold in excess of 10
thousand head. Kansas has also been feeding large numbers of cattle
and the trend is towards large feedlots and custom feeding. In 1961,
commercial custom feedlots handled about 40 peréent of all cattle fed
in the state, - A 1961 éurvey showed that Oklahoma had 119 commercial
feedlots with more than 40 capable of handling 500. head or moré at ohe
time, Farm feedlots are still important in Oklahoma, bdt in 1960, about.
65 percent of the marketings were from feedlots with ovér 2,000 head
capacity. Cattle on feed on January 1, 1962, in Texas totaled 323
thousand head, 27 percent more than were fed one year earlier. Many of
them were beiné fed in the staté's 145'féed10ts Witb 6apacities for
1,000 head or more cattle. Smaller feediots showed an increase:in
numbers on feed too. The high plains coﬁnﬁry of west Texas 1édds other -
areas in cattle feeding.. It is here that thé large supply of grain

.sorghums are produced, along with good quantities of feeder cattle.
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In all states of Region‘sy drylot feeding of cattle is predominant.
Feed grains used in fgttening rations include corn; barley, oats, and
grain sorghums. Corn is most important in Nebraska, while grain serghums
have been increasingly utilized in the southern states——Kansas, Oklahoma,
anduTexaso Alfalfa hay is the principal roughage in rations, but ébrn
and soighum silage have also been used in areas where irrigation permits'
‘produétion of these crops.

In Region 6, the southwesf, a similar kind of development in cattle
feeding:has been observed. ‘In Colorado, New Mexice, and Arizonha large
‘cattle feeding operations have sprung up in reéent years and an important
part of all cattle fattened in the region has been handled’by these feed=
lotss In other states, farm feeding has increased and a few large‘enter;
prises have appeared. |
| In 1961, some 600 cétfle feeders iﬁ Colorado fed 850 thousand
cattlee. Large scale fee&lots handled 36 percent of the ocattle fed, and
non=farm feeding enterprises increased in number from 30 to 59 in the
1953=59 period. .Theré are.thfee major feeding areas in New Mexico==the
Pé¢055Valley,‘the Rio Grande Valley, and the Clovis areas. In the first
two, farmer feeders are most imporﬁan{ and smaller feedlpts prevail. .

In the Clovis vicinity, large commercial feeders are prédominanto In
this state there were 43 lots with capacities for 100-500 head, 7 lots
in the 500-=1,000 head size catagory, and 26 1ot§ which could handle
more. than 1,000 head at a time.. In 1960, Arizena had 205 feedlots with

a total capacify of 320 thousand head for an average of nearly 1,600,
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Some of these were sMalle;'farm lots while a few were very .large. -Since
1955, the total number of feedlots has decreased slightly, but numbers
9¥-catt1e fed ha&é increased,

Kinds or systems of feeding vary in Reéion 6, because there. are
wide differences in climate, topegraphy, and other conditions affecting
."feediand cattle produétiono ,Dryiot feeding predominates, but some cattle
have been fed on grass, particularly on irrigated pasturéso In the
southern states giain sorghums are.important in rétiﬁns, and hay and some
silage is used as roughage., Barley and hay are the principal feeds-in the
horthern states, and Colorado'feéders have access to corm, barley, grain’
sorghums, and corn silage. Cattle feeding systems in the region have
beén adapted to available supplies of cattle and feedss they vary as
théée-supplies changeo .
| érobably the most spectacular development of cattle feedinglhaé i
occurred in California, in Region 7. In 1945, there were about 125
thousénd head on feed on January 1o In 1959, there were 511 thousande
Large comnexcial feedlots grew in number in this period, so that in 1959
-alﬁost 90 percent of all cattle fattened were handled-in lots with caﬁac=
ities exceeding‘l,OOO head. In Washington, a large proportion of the
cattle fed are handled in commercial feedlots too. Theylhavé growh
rapidly in numbers in the last ten fears, and‘in‘l960, some 75 percen%
of the cattle fed went {hrough the big lots. Farm feeding apparently
has prevailed in Oregon, but 1ittle information is available relative

to size and character of feedlot operations,.
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In Ca‘lifoimia9 dfyloﬁ feeding is most important with corh, barley,
ahd grain sorghums, the principal feed grains used. Silage and héy are
utilized in most feeding operations, and seme feeders have used green
chopped corn and alfalfa, By-products of the vegetable and citrus crops
are utilized when available. In Washington and Orégon, bafley is the
most used feed grain and hay is the most important roughage. Some corn
and corn silage is also fed.

It appears that commercial feedlots are largely concentrated in
the western and southwestern parts of the United States. California,
‘Colorados ana‘Arizona have fed large proportions of their céttle-in
these lotsy, and output of fed cattle in these states is large. Florida,
New Mexico, Texas, Utah, and Washington fed over 75 percent of their
cattle in large feedlots, and Alabama and Georgia wére feeding almost
50 .percent. - Output in some of these states is relatively small, but the

importance of commercial feedlots is notableeo

Marketing of Fed Cattle
The marketing process for fed cattlejis similar to that of feeders;
with some difference in the kinds of markets used and the direction'of
mo#emento Data are limited whicﬁ will be useful in describing sales and -
movements, but enouéh are available to suggesf regional diSpositions and
flowse
Information ppncerningfthe marketing of fed cattle is contained in

Table Xo
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TABLE X. PERGENT OF CATTLE SOLD THROUGH DIFFERENT MARKET OUTIETS, BY GEOGRAPHIC REGIONS, 1955,%

Percentage Seold Through Market' Outlet: . )
Country Sales

Region _ .Numbér  Texminal Direct Local All

Marketed Public Auctions to Dealers Farmers Others

Markets Packers .

1000 hd, percent  percent percent percent percent percent
Northeast 1,302 21,0 35,7 T 3.4 21.7 15.4 2.8
North Central 18,430 53.8 22,8 10,5 6.1 5.7 1.6
South 7,601 11.9 53.4 6.4 12,0 14.5 1.8
West 6,209 28.8 15.4 . 24,2 12.8 13.0 5,8
United States 33,542 38,4 28.6 11.8 9.3 9.5 2.4

* Source: United States Department ef Agriculture, Market Outiets fox Livesteck Producers,
Market Research Report Ne. 2169 Agricultural Marketing Service, Washingten, D, G.,
1956, _
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~ _The data show that in the north central area, terminal markets
were the principal outlets for-céttle, accounting for 54 percemf of all.
cattle sbld in that region. Auctions handled about 20 percent of_thé
cattle sold and 10 percenf wénf directly to packers. Sales to dealers’
and country sales to farmers amounted to 16 percent of the total and
probably included some unfinished cattle and older ;tockers énd feeders, -
in the South, auctions were the principal market outlet for cattle.
-About 53_peicen£.of\£hé cattle sold were marketed through auctions.
In the northeast area, 21 percent of the cattle were marketed through
public marketé, almost 36 percent'went throﬁgh auction markets and
only 6 percent moved directly to paékerso A considerable number of
cattle were sbld to dealers and farmerso“ln the West, direct sales
to packers were more important than in any other area. About 24 percent
were so sold. Terminal markets handled almost 29 percent of fhgse
cattle, and auctions soid 15 percent'of them, About equal numbers of
cattle went to dealers and farmeréo
Very little information about the movement of fea cattle to
slaughter establishments was found; . No data were available froml
state-statisticians, except for Californié9 and the only othei informa=
tion-found was relevant to the West,
S LIt éeems likely that cattle fed in the Midwest were not often
ﬁoved long distances for slaughtero Packihg planfs have existed in
large numbers in the regions where cattle feeding has been importanf,

and it has not been necessary to ship slaughter stock great distances,
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In the West theré.have‘been éome fairly distant mevements of fed
cattle. They have resuited from fhe increasing demand for slaughter
animals in California and the inabilify of coastal producers and feeders
to supply the needs of packers. |

The extent to which packers have reached out into the mountain
and plains states for fed cattle was described in ahstudy of the Western
Livestock Marketing'Reéearch Committeegg;/ Their résearchers developed
lines of east-west movement for four time periods which showed the
boundaries of the SUpplylareao They are réproduced.in Fiéure 5

In 1960, it was estimated that the supply aréa of Caiifornia
packers included all the mountain states and half of Texasogg/ This
means that some shipments of cattlé covered err 1,000 miles,

fhese and some other limited data were used to develop a flow
diagram for fed cattle similar to that for feeder cattleogé/ It is

¥

as accurate as the data allow and provides a useful picture of cattle

movements., It is reproduced'as Figure 6,

gi/ Western Livestock Marketing Research Committee, Shifts in the Trade
in Western Slaughter Livestock, United States Department of Agri-
- cylture, AIB No. 14, Washington, D. Go, United States Government
Printing Office, 1950y po 44.

22/.. Estimate by the Extension Economists, Montana Stéte,College9 reported -
in The Economics of Cattle Feeding Special Report No. 1, Gooperative
Extension Service, Montana State College, Bozeman, Montana, 1961,

23/ see also Table X in Appendixo
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Ca | | Cattle Slaughter

The final destinations of fed cattle -are packing'plants where
they are slaughtered and processed for distribution to the wholesale
and retail trade. These packing piants are located throughout the
United States. They vary in kind and size and their operations are
affected by a variety of conditions. Some large plants process beef
for many wholesale and retail establishments, with a-few markéfing
brand=name products. Others produce beef only for lbcal retail firmss
the scope of their operations is quite small. Altogether these firms

slaughtered over 30 million cattle and calves in the last five yearse.

Slaughter of cattle in the seven regions is shown in Table XI.

TABLE XI, COMMERCIAL CATTLE SLAUGHTER, NUMBER OF HEAD, 7 REGIONS,

1956=60,% _ :
. ‘Cattle Slaughtered &/ :

1956 | 1957 . 1958 - 1959 1960
- 1000 hd. 1000 hd. 1000 hde 1000 hd. 1000 hd.
Region 1 579 581 541 514 537
Region 2 10,480 10,468 9,654 9,387 10,003
Region 3 2,155 2,175 2,010 1,883 1,933
Region 4 3,165 3,422 2,813 2,344 2,695
Region 5 5,562 4,962 - 4,361 4,455 5,129
Region 6 1,557 1,483 1,441 1,507 1,745
Region 7 3,662 3,139 2,731 2,838 3,178
United States 26,861 26,231 23,555 22,930 25,224

% Sources United States Department of Agriculture, Livestock and Meat
Statistics, Statistical Bulletin No. 230, Agricultural
Marketing Service, Washingtony, Do Coy 1960, .

a/ Includes slaughter under federal inspection and other commercial
slaughters excludes farm slaughter.
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_It is apparent that Region 2 was the leader in numbers of cattle
'slaughtered ip the five year périod, and it was found that 70 percent
of_all cattle killed for beef were slaughtered in Regions 2, 5, and 7, 3
Cattle slaughter in Region 4 almost equaléed thatvof Region 7, and it has-
been increasingly important in the southeast states in recent Qeérso. 3
Slaughtér in Region 1 amounted to only 500 théusand heady, an insignifi-
cant part of the totale |

In Table XII, the number of slaughter establishments are recorded

by size for each of the seven regions. The table is useful in describing

the kinds and sizes of packing plantse '

TABLE XII., NUMBER OF SLAUGHTERING ESTABLISHMENTS, 7 REGIONS, UNITED
"STATES, 1955 AND 1960.%

Under Federal Other Commercial Total

Inspection Large Medium Establlshmentum/

1955 1960 1955 1960 1955 1960 1955 = 1980

Region 1 12 12 13 16 35 29 60 57

. Region 2 140 163 300 259 . 485 446 925 868
Region 3 80 87 151 142 388 370 619 . 599
Region 4 61 76 228 237 491 451 780 764
Region 5 59 - 78 125 127 214 221 398 426
Region 6 25 31 42 43 86 109 153 183
Region 7 78 83 93 78 111 86 282 247
United States 455 330 952 902 1,810 1,712 3,217 3,144

* Spurces United States Department of. Agriculture, Number of Livestock
- Slaughter Plants, Agricultural Marketing Sexrvicey, Mt An 1=2=2
(60), Washington, Do Co, 1960

.3/ Includes all plants with an output of 300,000 pounds or more live
weight annhually.
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On March 1, 1960, there wére 3,144 livestock slaughtering plants
in the United States with an annual’output of 300,000 pounds or more.
About 17 percent of this number were federally inspecteds the balance
were commercial non=in5pec£ed plants. Of the 2,614 plants not under
‘federal inspecfion, 902 were large plants with an annual outpﬁf of
more than 2 million pounds live weight anhua}ly@ These large planfs
made up 29 percent of the combined total output for inspected plus non-
inspected plants. Medium non=inspected plants numbered 1,712 and were
54.per§enﬁ of the total of all plantse In 1959, there were also 65500
small nen=inspected plants that slaughtered less than 300 thousand
pouﬁds of live weight annually. Slaughter in the 3,144 piénts accounted
for 99 peiéent of the total commercial slaughter in 1959, and slaughtex
in the 530 federallyainspecfed plan%s accounted for 81 percent of the
total commercial slaughter in that year.
| So it is evident that the output of small plants was a quite .
insignificant part of total output, and output of non=federally inspected
plants was not toeo imporfant.

In 1960, over 30 percent of the federallyuinSpecﬁed packing plants
and 20 percent of the large and medium nonmfedérallv inspected plants
were located in"Region 2, It was here that almost 40 percent of all
cattle slaughteréd were processed. So this region can be seen to be
ihporﬁant in terms of slaughter facilities and total kili of caffieo
Regions 3, 4, 5 and 7 contained about equal numbers of federally=

inspected plants, but Region 3 and 4 were leaders in the number of
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nbnufederally inspected plants in 1960, In Region 1 and 6, small
nuhbers of federallywinSpected plants were found, and enly ‘about 200

" non=-inspected plants were operating ih both regions.

Distribution of Beef
+ The distribution of beef from slaughter establishments to whole-
sale and retail outlets could not be established for each of the 7 regions,
However, the geﬁeral pattern of distribution for meats in the United .’
States has been identifieds it is appropriate to a description. of the-
lmarkefing of beef in the various regions.
The distribution channels through which meat moved in 1954 are

24/

In 1954, packer sales direct to retailers were465 percent of all

.shown in Figure 7.

their sales. It is likely that this percentage has increased since 1954,
but-ho data are available to support this presumption. Packér'§éle§‘to
branch houses were 19 percent of the total, and salés to independent
wholesalers were 17 percent of total saleso Thére is evidence that

branch houses may have declined in imbbrtance since .1954 while independent
wholesalers may have taken a larger proportion of packer sales. But the

significanf movement of beef is from packers direct to retailers.

Consumption of Beef

To complete the description of the beef cattle industry, data

24/ Table XI in Appendix is the basis for this figure,
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relative to consﬁmption of beef were aséembledp They are contained in

Table XIII which shews consumption in the seven regionsagé/

TABLE XIII. BEEF CONSUMPTION IN UNITED STATES, BY REGIONS, 1960.%

' Per Capita Beef .
Population Baef , Consumptioné/
. Censumption
, Thousands Lbs, Miloe Lbs.
Region 1 1,988 103.6 . 2060
‘Region 2 46,716 103.6 ' 44405 ,1
Region 3 44,677 8702 3,895.8
Region 4 42,301 5749 1 2,449,2
Region 5 15,498 103,67 " 1,061.4
Region'é 6,153 . 11,1 ' 6868
Region 7 20,339 11l.1 2,259, 7
United States (48) 177,700 . ‘ ' . 14,9640

% .Sourcess United States Depaxfmentvof Commerce, Us_Se Census of Popu=

e

lation, 1960, Bureau of the Census, Washington, D, .Cos 1960,
United States Department of Agricultures Food Consumption of
Houscholds in the United States, HFGC 1, Washihgton, De Co,
United States Government Printing Office, 1956,

Primary distribution. (carcass) weights.

In two of the four states in Region Sy pei capita consumption was
57,9 poundse '

-In 1960, 47 millien people of Region 2 consumed approximately 4.4

billion pounds of beef, 29 percent of total beef consumption in the

25/" See also Table XII in Appendix,
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United States. This was sufficieﬁt to make this region rank first in-
beef utilization. . In Region.S, where the per capita consumption was
lower, 45 million people consumed 3.9 billion pounds of beef, or 26
percent of the total. It was expected_that beef conéumpfion would be
high in these fegions, for they were the heavily popﬁlated areas in the
United States. Region 4 ranked third in total beef consumption in 1960,
In that region, some 42 million people consumed about 2,5 billion pounds
of beef, .In this region,.per capita consumption of béef'was least. On
the'West Coést; in Région 7, about 20 million people consuﬁed almost 2,3
Ibillioﬁ pounds of beef. In this region, as in Regiens 1 and 6, per capita
consumption of beef was highest at 111l.1 ﬁounds‘per person, The popﬁla;
tion of this region has increased rapidly in recent years and it has
fast become an important market for beef. Consumption in Regions 1y 5,
and 6 amounted to 206, 1,061, and 687 million pounds respectively. Per
capifa consumption iﬁ these regions was high, but these were regions of
low population density. These data concerning consumption indicate -

where the important markets for beef exist.

Summary
‘As a summary of fhis,descripticn of the beef cattle industry and
to highlight some important aspects of it, Figures 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12
-‘were‘preparedo These figures show where production of cattle and feed-
is most important; where many of the cattle are fed, where much of

cattle slaughtering occurs, and where consumption of beef is most .
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important. They are iﬂdicative of the concentration of cattle and feed
producfion9 cattle feeding and slaughter in the central states (Regien 1,
2, and 5) and of the importance of the northeast states (Region 3) in
beef consumption. They are descriptive of the present organization of
the beef industry,
ﬁotential for Development of Cattle
Feeding in the Northern Great Plains

Each of the seven regions described in this report has some pbten==
tial for development of cattle feeding. In some of them, cattle are
produced in quantities which exceed needs for feeding. In ali’of them,
surplus feed is ordinarily produced. The potential in the various
regions obviously is different, but wherever cattle and/or feeds are
available in‘surplusquanti{ies9 a base for some new or expandeéd:
feeding operation exists.

In the Northern Gréat Plains both feeder cattle and feedé érg avail=
able in surplus quantities. Cattle are exported to the Midwest and West
for feeding and feéd grains are shipped out of the region to be utilized
as livestock feeds or to be exported. The cattle and feed gfains now .
leaving the state could be used in the development of cattle feeding.

The extent to which cattle feeding could develop in the région is

26/

Table XIV shows the production and utilization of feeds and cattle

indicated by data in Tables XIV, XV, and XVI,

29/ The calculations relevant to the projections in Tables XV and XVI
are exhibited in Tables XIII through XXII in the Appendix.
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in the 195660 peried, and the data are indicative of the immediate

potential for development of feeding.

TABLE XIV, PRODUCTION OF FEED GRAINS AND CATTLE AND UTILIZATION IN

CATTLE FEEDING, AVERAGE FOR 1956=60, REGION 1.%

State Feed5=7dUCtégztle=/ | : Peedz llzatéggtlec/
' 1600 bus 1000 hde 1000 bus 1000 hda
Montana - 51,600 . 766 6,050 110
N, Dakota 151,000 - 578 11,110 202
.S. Dakota 198,850 o71 21,175 385
Region 1 401,450 2,315 38,335 697

o 1 I

S

% Sources: Tables XIII and XIX in Appendix.

United States Department of Agriculture, Cattle and Calves on
Feed, Statistical Bulletin No. 277, Agricultural Marketing
Service, Washington, Do Coy 1960.

See Table XIII in Appendixo

.See Table XIX in Appendix.

Utilization of feeds computed by multiplying the number of cattle fed
by 55 bushels of feed grains per head.

Utilizétion of cattle in cattle feeding taken from Cattle and Calves
on Feed, loc. cite.

In this period average production of all feed grains exceeded

their use in cattle feeding by about 1,000 percenfo The)average :

number of cattle available for feeding exceeded the avefage number

placed on feed by more than 300 percent. Preduction and utilization

varied as shown in Table X1V, but in each state utilization of both

feed and cattle in feeding opera{ions was a fraction of production.
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Production of feed grains in 1965 is likely teo be restricted by
a national feed grain program that will control acreages seeded';o éorn,
oats, barley, and grain sorghums. Production as projected in.Table XV .
will be 96 percent of the 1956-60 averageo

TABLE XVo' PRODUCTION OF FEED GRAINS AND CATTLE, AND UTILIZATION IN
CATTLE FEEDING, 1965 PROJECTIONS, REGION I1.%* '

Production 7 Utilization e
' 25% Cattle Fed 50% Cattle Fed . 100% Cattle Fed
State Feedsﬂ/ Cattlel/ FeedsS/ Cattle FeedsS Cattle. FeedsS/ Cattle
1600 1000 1000 1000 1000 = 1000 1000 1000
bue de bue hd. bu, hd, bu, hde
Montana 61,328 862 11,438 215 22,929 431 45,858 862
No Dakota 155,880 633 8,406 158 16,811 316 33,676 633
S. Dakota 169,141 1,054 ° 14,045 264 28,036 527 56,073 1,054

Region 1 386,349 2,549 . 33,880 . 637 67,776 1,274 135,607 2,549

% Sources Tables XVITI and XXII in Appendix.

3/ See Table XVIII in Appendix.

b/ See Table XXII in Appendix

g/ Utilization of feed computed by multiplying the possible numbers of
cattle fed by 53.2 bushels of feed grains per head (feed require-
ment assumes an increase in efficiency of feed conversion of 3.3
percent) o
Feeder cattle produéfion will brobably be up as shown in Table XV,

'An‘ontpu{ of é,549 thousand head is estimated for 1965, abkout 110 percent

of the number produced in 1936=60., An increase in the calf crop and de=

creases in calf deaths and commeréial siaughter will add to output,
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If the number of cattle available for feeding does climb to 2,549
{:housand9 and 25 percent of this number. is fed in Region 1, fewer cattle
will be fed in 1965 than in 1956-=60. But if 50 pércent‘of the cattle
availab;e are fed, the numbers of cattle so utilized will amount to
1,274 thousand or 183 percenf of the 195660 average. If all cattle
available for feeding in Regien 1 in 1965 are placed in feedlots in the

area, some 2,549 thousand head will be fed, about 365 percenf'of the

. 195660 average.

- With a production of feed grains of 386 million bushels in 1965,
all cattle available for feeding could be fed in Region lo _Abouf 250
million bushels of feed grains would remain for seed, gkport,-other
livestock feed and other uses.

Production of feed grains and cattle in 1975 will depend on many
variable factors, only some of which can be anticipated at this-time.
The projections of production are shown in Table XVI,

Production of feed grains in Region 1 is-:expected to reach 522,650

thousand_bushels in 1975. This is 138 percent of the average for |
195660, The projection assumes feed grain production in Region 1
which is the same proportion of United States production as-it was in
i956=60° Total United States productien is estimated to equal féquire=
ments in 1975, Feeder cattle production should be up to about 132 pér=
cent of the 1956=60 average. éattle available for feediﬂg will- then
exceed 3,000 thousand head, With some of the increases due to higher

calf crops, fewer deaths, and reduced calf slaughter. Changes in




TABLE XVI. PRODUCTION OF FEED GRAINS AND CATTLE AND UTILIZATION IN
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CATTLE FEEDING, 1975 PROJECTED, REGION 1.%

Production Utilization
25% Cattle Fed 50% Cattle Fed 100¥% Cattle Fed

State Feedsﬂ/ Cattlel/ Feeds¥ Cattle Feedsd/ Cattle Feeds¥ Cattle
1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

_ bue hd. bue hde bu. hd, bus hd.
Montana 82,600 1,062 13,118 265 26,284 B31 52,569 1,062
N, Dakota 224,725 730 9,058 183 18,067 365 36,135 730
So{Dakota 245,325 1,268 15,691 317 31,384 634 62,766 1,268
Region 1 552,650 3,060 37,867 765 75,735 1,530 151,470 3,060

* Sources: Table XVII and XXI in Appendix.

3/ See Table XVII in Appendixe

b/ See Table XXI in Appendix,

</

production and utilization in Region 1-are not assumed to be in exact pro-

portien to those in the United States.

Circumstances peculiar to the

region require that some adjustments in estimates be made.

If cattle available for feeding in Region 1 do increase to 3,060
thousand head, and 25 percent of them are fed in the region, about 765
thousand head would go into feedlots in Montana, North Dakota, and South
Dakota. This number would be 110 percent of the average number on feed
in 1956-60, If 30 percent of the cattle availlable forvfeeding are fed

in the region, 1,530 thousand head would go into feedlots im the three

Utilization of feed cemputed by multiplYing.the possible number of
cattle fed by 49.5 bushels of feed grains per head (feed requirement
assumes an increase in efficiency of feed conversion of 10 pe;cent)o
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state area. If all cattle available for feeding in 1975 are fed in
'Region'l, the numbef placed in feedlots would be 439 percent ‘of the
average for 1956-60. So it is evident that feed grains and cattle in
Region 1 will proVide a considerable base for an expansioh of cattle
feeding if production equals expectationse.
PrOSpecis for Development of Cattle Feeding
in the Northern Great Plains '

"The availabiiity of cattle and feed grains in the Northern Great
" Plains will not guarantee the development of new or ékpanded cattle .
feeding enterprises. In other regions where cattle.and feed are pro-
duced, there is a potential for such a de&elbpmento Interest in cattle
feeding is as keen in these regions as'it is iﬁ Begion 1o So it appéars
that an expansion of feeding operations in Region 1 will depend on the
capacity of feeders to compete with other regions in the markets for .
fed cattle. They must develop the kinds of enterpriseé‘fhaf will pr§=
+ duce slaughter animals at cosfs which will compafe with other‘regiOAS,
ana they musflbe able to sell their products effectivelyo

The competitive position of cattle feeders in the NorthernvGreat
Plains will depend on (1) the ability of feeders'to’p;odﬁce large
'numbers of high quality cattle on a continuous basis, (2) the relative
‘cﬁsts of producfion of fed catfie, (3) fhevmarkets for fed cgtfle within
and outside of Region 1, (4) the marketing costs for cattle eeders in
various locations in the region,.and (5) market prices for fed cattle.

There are other factors which will also affect the competitiﬁe posifion;
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but these are of grgatest importance and need to be examined in
detail,
‘ . Production of Fed Cattle

.To sa#isfy the::equirements of meat packers.(who are in turn
meeting %hé demands of wholesalers and retailers of beef), cattlé-
feeders Qiil:have to develop operétions which will produce regular and
continuipg sdpplies’of fed cattle that will meet age, sex, grade, and
weight specifications. This méans_that seasonality in the‘production
and marketing of feeder and fed cattle will have to be reduced and
virtually eliminated, that careful attentiop will have to be given to -
the kinds and condition§ of cattle being fedy and that feed lot Opera; ‘
tions will have to be timely and adequate, |

| The extent of seasonality in the marketing of feeder cattie can
be seen‘iﬁ‘Figu:e‘13? which shows out-of-state marketings of Montana
steers"9 heifers, and calves by months.
‘JSelling of feeder cattle is_cbncentrated in the months of

_September, Octqber9 and November, with about 43 percent of all these
cattle‘going to market in October. A similar mgrketing pattern is '
evident in North Dakota and South Dakota. In these states market fluc-
tuatioﬁs may not be as severe as in Montanay, but data in the annual re-
ports of the state stétiéticiéps show-marketing of cattle and calves to
be bunched in the fall months .

Marketing patterns such as these are not compatible with ;regixlar9

continuous feeding operations, and if cattle feeding is to develop,
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. some adjgsfment in production will be necessary., These adjustments can
conceivably be made by the producers of feeder cattle, by cattle feedeis
~ themselves, by third parties who will assume reSponsibility for Holding
cattle for short periodsy, or by all of these interacting.

- Periodic and regular marketings of feeder cattle by the’producers
of these cattle would do much to eliminate seasonality in market
receip‘ﬁs° Such a marketﬁng practice can be institutéd on some ranches,
and it may come about if the ranchers are adequately compensated fof
their action. Of course the withholding‘of calves from market at
weaning time, and the maintenance of these caﬁtle until such ‘time as
the market demands them, will involve an expenditure of'ht'ime9 money,
and other resources, Ranchers must be reimbursed for their expen&i=
tures fhrough higher prices for "warmed up” cattleo

It is also possible that cattle feeders can make provisions for
off-season needs for feeder cattle. They may allocate space and feed
for the holding and maintenance of cattle purchased in the fgll 80
that.these cattle can be drawn into the feedimg.operations when neces-
sary. This action by feeders will stabilize the supply of feeder cattle,
but it will require that time, labor, feed and space be allocated to
the operation. Cattle feeders will pfobably hesitate to assume this
responsibility unless they can anticipate a price for.fed cattle which
.. will compensate them for the effort. |
There may be an opportunity for third parties to parficipaterin

this process of adjustment of seasonal marketing patterns bf feeder
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cattle. On many crop farms, there is available in the fall under~
employed labor, crops, crop residues, and sufficient facilities to
suppbrt holding and maintenance operations for cattles These kinds
of operations are not uncemmon in irrigated valleys wherejha&, sugar
beets, beans, peas, etc. are grown, and some individuals have made
warming up.operations major enterprises on their farms. Farmers
undertaking these operations will need to be informed about the role
n,fhey are playing, and their operations must be sufficieﬁtly tiexible to
allow for periodic marketings of cattles

The reduction of seasonality in the mérketing of feeder cattle
will probably come about (if it does at all) as a resultlof holding
_ énd maintenance operations involving all three groups-=-=cattle feedgrs9
cattle producers, and crop farmers or other third parties. - Some partici-
patioh of persons in each of these groups is now evident, but the required
operations are not yet adequafély performed, and seasonality in marketing
of feeder cattle is a problem.

While the development of regular and continuing feedihg operations
is greatly dependent om the solution of the feeder supply problem, it‘
is also gaing to require some reorganization of feeding enierpriseso
Only a few gf the feedlots in Region 1 are now year—around operations
which turn out fed cattle on a monthly or weekly basis. Most of them
are farm feedlots which have been termeq "one shot® operations, and they
produce only ohe lot of fed cattle each.yéaro These enterprises will

not ordinarily produce cattle which will satisfy the requirements of
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packers. Some adjustment will be nedeésaryo In the case of farm
feedlots it appears that a change to twice a year feeding opérations
will be necessary if these enterprises are to-be at all compé'ti'tiveo
In éddition, attention will have to be given to market demands, and
operations must be sufficiently flexible so that gluts and shortages
can be avoided. To achieve real centinuity in fed cattle production,
additional numbers of large year—around feeding operations will probably
be necessary. This will require considerable development of present
feedlot enterprises or new ones. It seems likely that this kind of
adjustment will take plaée if cattle feeding develops significantly
in'Region 1,

To meet the quality Speéifications of the meat packérsb cattle
feeders wiil have to give a great deal of attention to cattle they
buy, the feeding and finishing process, and the cattle they‘se;ll° They’
must be sure that fed cattle meet the specifications of the markets they
are seiling in, Most wholesalers and retailers have their pérticular
specifications for beef carcasses. These are known by the "packers,
and they pass them on to cattle feeders in the form of age, grade, sex
and weight specifications for fed cattles The feéders must-know what
kinds of calves or yearlings te buy and feed to meet the packers®
requirements, and they must activel?lseek the kihds.that are needed,
Many cattle feeders, particularly those.with large scale operatiens,
now buy their cattle from certain.producers.or in particuiar areas year

after year. These sources of supply have been proven to be dependable,
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and the kinds of cattle needed'by feeders have been available'annuallyo
In most cases, procurement practices have been of an informal nature
with buyers and sellers meeting annually for the purpose of negotiating
sales, But a few buyers and sellers have executed sales contracts
which obligate the producers to deliver specified quantities of feeder
cattle which meet- age, sex, weight and grade requirements. : Price is
determined in various ways in these contracts==through negotiations,
as a percent of market pi:‘ice9 or according to some other agreed on
procedures Producﬁion and sale by contract may bé increasingly important.
to feeder cattle producers and cattle feeders, as the requirements for

. particular kinds and qualities of cattle become more critical,

Relative Costs.of Production

The eosts ineurred in feeding cattié and calves willjalso influence
the- competitive position of feeders in the Northern Great Plains. They
will be an important part of the total costs of producing-and marketing .
fed cattley, and they will affect the mérketability of these éatﬁleg
.within and outside the region.

Costs of feeding representative of several types or kinds of feed=
ing. operations were obtained from states in Regions 14 24 5, 64 and 7s
They were divided inte catagories representing investﬁent requirements,
non-feed cogts; cattle cbs’cs9 and feed costs for the purpose of analysise.

While an attempt was made to make the cost da{a.as uniform as

possible, using the 1959-60 feeding périod when possible and categorizing
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costs in the same manner for each state, the data were diésimilar in
many wayse. These diss;ﬁilarities limited the usefulness of the cost
data for the varioﬁs states in comparing caftlevfeeding costs, but they

did provide some indication of relative cost of feeding in several states.

Investment Requirements

Data concerning investment requirements for large comm‘ex;cial‘feeéi-=
lots in California, Arizona, and South Dakdfa?.and for farm feedlots
'in'Texas, Waéhington, and Montana were assembled and comp;redo While
this information was somewhat limited, it does represent investments
in some important feeding areas in the United States. .

AVerage jnvestments per head for four groups of feedlots in GCali=
fornia were reporfeq by Hopkin.gZ/ The four groups included 77 feedlots
scattered throughout the state whicﬁ are representative.af most cattle
feeding enterprises, Tbe average capacity for feedlots in eachlof the
four gfoﬁps was 722, 1974, 5426, and 13,222 head. The range of per
head investment was from $35.37 to $16.36 with the higher_;eqpixements
prevailing for the small feedlots and the lower requiremepté found in
the large feedlots. Hopkin points‘ouf that the differences in invest=
ments per head fed are due primarily to the higher utilizaﬁian_of capaqity'
of-the laréer feedlots. Utilization varied from 120 percen£ in the

-smaller lots to 203 percent in the largér lotss

21/ John Hopkin, Cattle Feeding in California, Economics Deparfment9
Bank of America, San Francisco, California, 1957,
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In an Arizopa study, feedlots were classed on a different basis
according to the k&nd'of ration which prevailedogg/ One ration was
predominantly silage;lanotﬁer was composed principally of dry feeds;
and a third utilized green chopped feeds. Those lots which fed silage
and dry feed are about equal in size to those in group 2 in the GCali=
fornia study. The lots feeding green chop were smaller. Investment
costs per head were $24.56 for the lots feeding silage, $34.62 for ~
thése fgeding dry feed, and $36°25Ifor lots feeding green chop. Two=
-thirds of the lots studied fed silaée and investments were lower for
these iots° It should be noted that the utilization of lots feeding
silage was fairly high, about 180 percent. This contributed to a
lower ‘investment per animal. The rate of utilization was high for
feedlots feeding dry feeds too, but total investments in machinery,
equipment, and facilities were greater for these lots.
The investment requirement for a large feedlot in South Dakota was
budgeted by Helfinstimeogg/ He was interested in the prospects for
co=-operative feediﬁgo This lot would have a capacity of 5,000 head,

and 7,500 cattle would be fed annually;gg/ Investment per head was

2 .

-§/ Leo J. Moran, Non=feed Costs of Arizona Cattle Feeding, Technical
Bulletin No. 138, Agricultural Experiment Station, University of
Arizona, Tuscon, 1960,

22/ Rex Helfinstine, Economic and Orgamnizational Aspects of Cooperative

Feeding, Bul, 494 Economics Department, Agricultural Experiment
Station, South Dakota State College, Brookings, 1960,

3%/ See Table XXIIT in Appendixe




- 84 -
expected to be $30.45. This is higher than three of the four groups
of feedlots in California and lower than two of the three feedlots in
Arizona. This investment per head could be furthei reduced if greater
numbers of cattle were fed annually, and it would then be similar f@
. the investment requirements of most large feédlbts considered here°
- Investments per head for typical farm feedlots in west Texas were
found to be $48.24.and $35.97, -=/ These were appropriate. to 100 and 500
head feedlots which were filled once each yearo of ihteresf_is_the
greatly reduced per head investment fdi feéd processing edquipment which
was found for the 1afge; lots. Some econbmy of size wés'apparenf in
this caseo
Data for two types of feedlots were reborted'ffomJWaghingfpﬁ tOOoég/
The 1otsvwe;e similar in size but quite different ih orggniéaiipno The
‘fi¥s£ feedlot fed two groups of cattle each year wifh_a;?éiﬁo of,numbei
'fed to capacity of 2.0 while the second lot fed one groppnbf'cattie which
_utilized the entire capacity of the feedyérdo For the first lot, in which
 500~head of cattle were fed, investment per head was $22°29q For the
seéond lot, where 200 head of cattle wefe‘fed9 the invgsﬂmgnfnrequirew

ment was $34,57 per head. Obviously the per head investment was reduced

§L/ " Magee, Marianh, Fisher and Hughes, Economics of Cattle Feeding
Systems in West Texas, Bulletin 880, Agricultural Experiment Station,
Texas A and M; ColTlége-Station, 1961,

32/ Jay Swanson, Estimated Cost of Feeding Yearlings in Yakima County,
1958, Circular 360 Agricultural Experiment Statlon, Washington
State University, Pullman.
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in the first lot by greater utilization of plant and *facilities through
a year-around feeding operatibno |

A study of farm feedlots in Mentana produced data on investment
requirements for 34’feedlots grouped in five size catagoriesoéé/

Within these five groups, the number of cattle fed annually 1ncreased

" from an average of 36 to 466, Investments per head ran from $65 81

down to $29.11 per head, a rather wide range for feedlo{s which were

. typically supplemental enterprises on farms,

An explanation of some of the differences‘ih investiment require=
ments was found in a publication by Helfinsfineoéﬂ/ ‘Hé calculated the
required investments for feedlots with varying amounts of ‘mechanical
equipment, and found that additional equipment affected investments per
head significantly. For feedlots of 200 head capacity, investments
increased from $43.,00 for a minimum equipment loti!to $156,00 for a lot

with auger bunks and other refinements. His findings, together with

. those of Hopkin, indicate that investment requirements per head of

cattle fed are greatly affected by the degree of mechanizatibn of feed=

lots and by the level of utilization of the facilities,

§§/ See Table XXIV in Appendix.

Qﬂ/ Rex Helfinstine, Equipment Costs for Different Size Feedlots,
Fo Se 59, Cooperative Extension Se:rv1ce9 South Dakota State
College, Brookings, 1961,
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Non=Feed Costs

Non-feed costs associated with the six feedlots examined includeg
. charges for interest and depreciation, cost of repairs,,tages, veteri=
nary services and medicines, fuel and power, bedding, death losses,
insurance, marketing, and miscellanéous otherlcos-l':'s9 Not included in
the non~feed costs were interest on cattle and féeds‘° This item varied
a great deal as prices varied among regions. . ,

Non-feed costs for the four grpups of Califorhia feedlots were
found to be $16.68, $13,17, $12,17 and $i0069o§§/ They decreased as the
- lots inéreased in size and as the number of cattle fed increasede
Hopkin attributed some of the decreases in non-feed costs to higher
feeding ratios, but he foﬁnd othér reasons for costs decreases t00e
In large feedlots lanr specilalization was possible and éxpensive
mechanical equipment becamé economical. Costs per head were reduced
with these added.inputso \

Tﬁe non=féed costs for the three types of féedlots in A;izona were
$90625 $12,90, and $16.06 per Eeadogé/ The lower figuré was for those
lots feeding silage where the investment requiremeﬁt Was only\$24Q56o
Costs for the lots feeding dry feed and gfeen chop were similar to

those for the California feedlots. Depreciation, repairs, taxes, and

. ‘interest were the largest cost items.

35/ John Hopkin, ops cite
3¢/

Leo J. Moran, op. cit°'
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Non-feed costs for the co-operative fgedléf'bhdgeted for South
Dékota compafed favofably with those’presénted.for California ahd_
Arizonaogl/ They amounted to $13,13 and they could_be reduced with a
higher level of utilization of the plant and facilitiese.

Non=feed costé items for'the farm feedlots.were gimilar to fhose
of the large commercial lots with thelexceptioh of a_'c_:ha:_rg_e__;l’g;-__laborA
. These were supplémentary emteiprises that ﬁtilized.undey?employed.farm
labor which had little of no oppprtunity coste No chafgé for labor was
included for any feedlot. .

The non-feed costs for the typical farm feedlots in west Texas were
$14.35 and $11.72 __/ These were surprisingly low costs for lots with
'relatlvely high investment reqU1rements, but it was. found that the
depreciation charges were based on 25-50 year 1&fetimes for equipment
and machineryo This charge was then.comparatively lowe Other costs
may have been consérvatively estimatéd too. It is interesting‘to note
however, that the amount of non-feed costs were found‘to be lowef in
the large feedlot,. \ | |

Non=feed costs reporfed‘for the two typicai farm feedlots in )
Washington were $12.80 and $21052o§2/ The effeéts of size and utiliza-
tion are evident here with costs of all'itéms except veterinary services

being lower for the lafge lote

37/ See Table XXIIT in Appendixe

38/

Magee, Marian, Fisher and Hughes, OEouGit;

§2/ Jay -Swanson, Ope cit.
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In Montana, non—féed'costs for the five catagories of feedlots
ranged dewnward from $18,47 to $7o790£9/ Again, all items cost less
per head as more cattle were fed.
$7.79 with a $10.00 to $12.00 cost being fairly typicale Organization -
and use of the feedlot were important to the_nodffgeg'cogtson High '
levels 'of utilization were found to contiibﬁfe'to ;edgééd per head costs.

In a special.Monfana study of the economics of‘sigean feedlotsgl
the effects of size and utilization of feedlots were examipgd9$$/ A
'summary of some of the work is shown in Table XVII. Ih this study, 55
feedloté'were surveyed and‘data relative to ﬁhe organization and opera—‘
- tion of the lots were obtained. These data were used to describe
average feedlots in four size gToups. The aﬁe?ggé feedidts were then
reofganized through the preparation of several budgets to show the
effects of‘increased utilization of plants and facilities and the con=
sequences of additions to equipment of feed processing mills, power box
feeders, and other machines and equipment. The data in Table XVII show
how investment requirements and non-feed costs changed, first as the
number of cattle fed increased, and second as equipment was added

which would process the feed and mechanize the operation.

49/ 5ee Table XXIV in Appendixe

A/ Robert Mueller, Economies of Size in Farm Feedlots in Montana,
unpublished thesisy, Agricultural Economics Department, Montana
State College, Bozeman, 1962,




TABLE XVII. INVESTMENT REQUIREMENTS AND NON-FEED COSTS, FARM FEEDLIOTS, GROUPED BY SIZE

-
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OF FEEDIOT, MONTANA, 1961.%*

4p8/

1 183/ 1Y/ 2 ond/ oBk/ - 3 and/ apR/ 4
CHARACTERISTICS . )
Average numer of cattle fed annually 45 90 90 120 175 - 175 240 640 640 450 1,040
Average capacity of feedlot: 90 90 90 175 175 175 320 320 320 520 520
Ratie of number fed to capacity .50 1.0 1.0 .68 1.0 1.0 o 75 2.0 2.0 .87 2,0
Number of days feedlet operated 210 210 210. 220 220 220 210 365 365 275 365
Kind of cattle fed Calves Calves Calves - Calves' Calves Calves Calves Calves Calves Calves Yeariings
i and and and .and and
Yearlings Yearlings Yearlings VYearlings Yearlings
INVESTMENT PER HEAD IN FACILITIES L -
Corrals, bunks and feeders $15.78 $ 7.89 $ 7.89 $ 7.89 $5.41 $5.41 $ 7.29 $ 2.73 $ 2,73 $ 5.63 $ 2.44
Feed processing equipment e el 8,88 el oo 8,57 =oa e 3,90 4,69 2,03
Automatic waterer 2,00 1.00 1,00 1,50 - 1.03 1,03 . 1.50 «D6 206 1,20 oD2
Squeeze chute 5.96 2.98 2,98 2,28 1.56 1,56 1.12 042 «42 .60 . 26
Machinery and equipment e e oo 22,53 15.46 15,45 = 24,29 9.11 9,11 14,18 6.14
Sile — o o 1,98 1.36 1.36 1.16 .44 .44 1.50 .65
Total $23,74 $11.87 $23.06 -$36.18 $24,81 $33,38 $35.36 . . $13.26 . $17.16 $27,80 $12,04
NON-FEED COSTS PER HEAD E : '
Laber ——— ——— - - om0 ema $ 1.37 $ 1.37 - —— $ .43
Death loss . $ 2,46 $1.23 $1.23 $1.73 $1.18 $ 1.18 1.20 1.19 $ 1.19 $ 1.08 1.08
Machinery repair and maintenance 1.56 278 . .96 1.67 1.14 1.31 085 062 .70 s %)
Gas and' eil 1,71 1.30 1.30 1.83 1.54 1.54 1.46 1.00 1.00 097 .67
Electricity 1,07 <53 .64 .43 .30 .35 246 .17 .20 .31 .35
Veterinary and medicine 1.20 1.20 1.20 0 7D o) o 7D 1.37 1.38 1.38 .89 «89 -
Bedding 2.44 2,44 2.44 2,29 2,29 2,29 2,08 1.08 1.08 1.47 1.48
Marketing costs .47 A7 A7 3.51 3,51 3.51 3,91 3.91 3,91 3.47 3.47
Depreciatien 1.40 .70 1.23 2,53 1.73 2,25 2,33 087 1.11 1.75 76
‘Interest on equipment »31 .16 .69 .52 35 - 87 0 37 .14 .38 .43 .19
Insurance cea ——— st — e e 017 .07 .07 021 .09
Taxes 1.00- 1.00 1.00 1.04 1.04 1,04 1.04 150 .50 1.26 062
Miscellaneous .84 .09 .59 .84 .66 .66 1.14 «69 .69 .60 .44
Total $14.46 %$10.40 $11.75 $17.14 $14.49 $15.75 $17.87 $12.99 $12,21 $13.21

$11,02

* Source: Robert Mueller, Economies of Size in Farm Feedlots in Mentana, Agricultural Economics Department,

Bozeman, Montana.

3/
b/

Feedlot costs with increased level of utiliéa'l:ion°

Feedlot costs with added machinery and equipments -

Montana State College,
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In group oney, investment requirements and non-feed_costs were.
originally $23;74 and $14.46 reSpective;yo _When theulpt,Was filled
to capacity (alternative 1-A) investment per‘heéd ﬁag_cuf to $11.87
and non~féed costs were reduced to $l0740; Whén a dry ioliing»mill
was added to savé costs of $416.00 for feed progessing; investment
increased to $23.06 and non-feed costs to $11.75. “So non—feed costs
increased slightly while a considerable reduction in feed costs was
realized,

~ Data for feedlots in group 2 show a similar reduction in invest-
ment per‘head-and in non-feed costs as cattle numbers werekincfeésed.
The cost of feed processing was reduced by $820,00 with the addition
of a dry rolling mill while non-feed costs rose oniy $1.260 .

In group three, non-feed costs were Teduced by almosf $5.00 per
head as cattle nuﬁbers were increased and yéaruafqund feeding was‘
introduceds The addition of a dry rolling mill eliminated a feed
processing cost of $3,000,00, and 4 poWér‘be for feeding eliminatéd
the need for hired labor in the feedlot operatioho Non=feed costs
were actually reduced by the added investménts in machinery and
equipmenta

In group féur, the feedlots.were adequétely mechanized and it was’
‘necessary only to increase3fhe'utiliza£ion of the feedlot facili{ieso-
The increase in numbers of cattle fed cut non=feed costs about $1.20

per head.
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These data provide some indication of what inyestmegﬁ‘require—
ments and non=feed costs have been and are likely to be in the near
future. They show how numbers of cattle fed and mechanization affect
investments and costs, and'so they are indicative of how efficiencies

in feeding operations can be realizeds

Feed Costs

Data relative to the costs of feed were_ayailable;in greater i
qqantities.and from more states than tWe;e“thésgq;elativg to invest-
ments and non-feed costs. A good deal of wo;k”hgg beén done by animal
nutritionists on feed and rétions, and fhé.égpnqmigts_in the cattle
feeding states have aceumulated informafioﬁ about feed costs from
farm records and miscellaneous studies.

Cﬁsﬁ; of cattle and feédS'in‘Illinois,uNghggska, Texas, Utah,
’Washington,'South Dakota and Monténa.Were‘acﬁhmulated and compared.
‘The dété'represenﬁédfthe_feeding beriod 195960 in most cases,

Ip-Illinois, costs of feed for various systems of feeding all oﬁ‘
which utilized a liberal grain ration varied from a low of $16.1% per

one hundred pounds of gain for steer calves to $19.44 per one hundred
pounds of géin for two=year—6id steersoﬁgz Costs for feeding sﬁeers

were found to be higher than the costs for feeding calves,

2/ Feeder Cattle Guide, Extension Circular 3579, and Twenty Second
Annual Report of Feeder Cattle, Experiment Station Mimeoy
University of Illinois, Urbana, 1960,
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Seven of the eight systems of feeding reported for Nebraska .
utilized a liberal grain rafionsoég/ Feed costs per one hundred
pounds of gain ranged ffom a low of $13,10 for calves o $17.44 for
£WO;yeai-old steerss The one ration which contained a liberal quan=-
tity of silage was fed to yearling steers and the fged cost was $14.98,

Six systems of feeding were reported for Texas—~three with liberal
gfain and three with liberal roughageoéé/ Grain sorghums were the
. chief grains used and sorghum silage was the principal rﬁughageo The
liberal roughage ratiens were found to be mpre coé‘cly° When fed to
steers, they were $16.77 per one hﬁndred pounds of gain while the.,
liberal grain ration was $15.14, Steers on roughage did not géin as
muche

In Utah, feed costs fof balves, yearlings, and twe-~year-old
steers ranged from $14.29 to $20.25 per one hundred pounds of gainoﬁg/
All ‘were fed a liberal grain ration.

A liberal barley ration fed to steers in Washington was less

costly per 100 pounds gained than were the rations for calves fed

43/

Nebraska Livestock and Feed Roundup 1960-61, Extension Ciréular
60808, Cooperative Extension Service, University of Nebraska,
Lincolne

44 '

-"/- ‘Magee, Marian, Fisher and Hughes, op. cite

ﬁé/ Lynn He Davis, Feedlot Fattening of Cattle in Utah, 1953-54,
Bulletin 380, Agricultural Experiment Station, Utah State
University, Logan, 1956, Price data for 1960 obtained from Agri-
cultural estimates Division, Agricultural Marketing Service,
United States Department of Agriculture, Salt Lake City, Utah.
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bérley or steers fed cornaﬁé/. Feed costs ranged from $15.87 to $18,36
per 100 pounds of gaino N

Costs of feed for calves, Yeéilibgs“ang ﬁgayigrhgtegrs_fed in
South Dakota ranged from $13.02 per one;hundied pounds of gain for
yearlings fed libéral roughage to $17§24_fo;”twofyeaifold steers fed
liberal grain.£1/ The range in feed dosts here is.similar to those
found for other states.

Feed costs for nine systems of,cgttlgvfegding”ip Montana varied
from a low of $10ﬁ§3 p§? one hundred poundéhgf_gainwfor_gteer calves
to $15.40 for two-year-old steerse§§/_'AlI_p§tions utilized liberal
amounts of grain, and barley wasAthe p§ihcipal gfain fedo |

It is evident that a great numbef‘of‘ratiops and feeding systems
have been employed to feed several classes of cattle in the various
states where cattle are fed. = Each of the systems are gppropriate to
local conditions, and the rations are compounded according to feeds
that are availableo. Costs are unique to the systems and rations ‘

used within systems and are difficult i#f not imposéiblegto compare

with accuracye

46/ Jo Be Wyckoff, Cattle Feeding in the Columbia Basin, Circular

357, Agricultural Experiment Station, Washington State‘UniVersity;

Pullman, 1960,
a/ S :
See Table XXV in Appendix.

48/ gee Table XXVI in Appendix.
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Feed costs for cattle fed in Montang'ahQJSopth;DQkota_do_nbt appear
to be any higher than they are in other statess however~this conclusion
is based on the research cited and can be no mb?e inclusive thén per=
mitted by the data available;

Because the cost of cattle and fééd aieisg”impp;taﬁt,ﬁo the.
success of feeding operations, prices_of_ygripg§ feeds used and prices
of cattle‘fed have been accumulated for anﬁiﬁeQMgar period,_l95656oo

They are usable for comparatiﬁe puiposes Whgn accounﬁ is taken of

feeding values of feed and, grades and Weights of cattle.

Feed Prices

Feed grain prices for corn,'oatsé Bailey and graib §orgbums;were
accumulated for Montana, NorthﬁDéko;a;Lsoutthakgta and for seven
important cattle feeding stétesioqtside‘Region loﬁg/ If was found
that prices in the Northépn‘Great Plains have beenh relatively low for
each of the four feed grains. Corn prices in North Dakota and South
Dakota were below those:in‘the Cern ﬁelt for the 1956-60 period.
Barley and oats wéré'priced lower in all three states of the fegion
than in tﬁe other seven states., Grain sofghums we&e‘produced in only
one state in Region 1, South Dakota9 and they were pficed below those
.sold in southern states. |

In the midwestern or corn belt sfates; feed grain prices were

" geherally above those which prevailed in the Northern Great Plains

49/ See Table XXVII in Appendixe
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and below fhbse found in the.West and Southwest} Corn, the most
important feed grain produced in these stgtes, was priced abeve corn
in North Dakota and South Dakota in every year of the five—year periode

In Cblorado, prices of barley and grain sorghums were relatively
low.. Cattle feeders in that state hgve had ready access to corn, barley
and grain sorghums and they havé'also been able to use gvailable Sup=
plies of silage and sugar beet by-productse

Prices of the four feed grains in Texas héve been relatively high,
but sorghum production has been increased ieﬁently and prices oflfhis
grain have been fallihga ‘

Feed grains have been comparatively expénsive in Arizona, TwofJ
thirds of thé cattle feeders in Arizona feed‘silagé; however; some
minimum amount of grain must be used in the fattening rations and’
much of what is used must be imported, |

Feed grain prices have also been high in California. Silage,
citrus by=products and other feeds have been used to supplement graing
however barley and gfain sorghums have been used in large quantities-
by California feeders, Much of it is imported,

The differences in feed grain priées.amoungithe ten states studied
have been largely a consequence of transportation costs for grain
mpvedoég/ Region 1 has exported largé'quantitieg bf‘bérley and corn

and much of their exports have gone to the West, South, and Southwest.

50/  See Tables XXVIITI and XXIX in Appendixe
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It was previously noted that corn exported from the Corn Belt ﬁb&ed
largely to the South and Southwest. ‘Theée.movements have required
that transportation costs be incurred, and as a result feed grain
prices were higher in importing states in the South and Southwest.
Prices for hay and'supplements were alsb accumulated for the

ten states since they are important components of cattle feeding

rationsoél/

Prices for hay have been retatively low in North Dakota and.
South Dakota and high in Montana, Hay prices in the Corn Belt were
between those for the Northern Great Plains states and the South-
western states., Hay was relatively high priced in Arizona and
California. Hay does not moeve long disténces as do the feed grains

because it is bulky and costly to transport. Prices are largely a

function of supply and demand conditions at local levels and fluctu-

" ate as these conditions change,.

The supplements were pricedllowest in states where they were
produced and highest in those states which were farthest from points
of production. Thus cottonseed meal was relatively low priced in
Texas and Arizona and highervpriced in the northern states. Soybean
meal was priced lowest'in the Corn Belt states and highest in Arizona
and California. The higher prices.reflect costs of movement of

these supplements to areas outside of those where the products are

éi/ See Tablg XXVII in Appendix.
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compounded. Transportation costs have made the supplements relatively
expensive in Montana, North Dakota and South Dakota.

Differences in prices of-feea grains within any of these states
(and exclusive of transportation.costs) may also be founds. Corn has
been priced above the other feed érainsAin most casess oats has been
priced close to corn except in North Dakota and Montanai and barley and
grain sorghum prices have been about equal for the period and below
corn and oats. With the e*ception of oats, these price differences
reflect nutritive values of grains, with barley aﬁd grain sofghums aboqt
96 and 92 percent of corn resbecfively. The oats price has been influ-
enced by other factorss The nutritive value of oats has been about
85-87 percent of corn, which makes it worth -less per pound thaﬁ barley
or grain sorghums in so far as nutrition is concerned. But oats have
perculiar properties which make them a goqd livestock feed for certain
purposes. A relatively strong demand for this grain has caused the
pricé to hold steady, while prices for other feed grains have declined.
So the prices for the 195660 period reflect nutritive and other feeding
values, and corn and oats have been found to be most costly.

The price data indicates that cattle feeders in the Nbrtﬁern_Great
Plains have experienced some advantage in the purchase and use of feed
grains and haye The advantage may have been greater or less in areas
within Region 1, but it appears to have existed in the 1956-60 period.

It also seems likely that this advantage may persist in the future,

Feed grain preduction in Region 1 is expecfed to exceed utilization by
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_SO‘percent or more in 1965 and 1975, and large quantities of grain will
be exporfed from the regionagg/ The feed grains exported will probébly
be utilized in regions south and southwest of Region ! where cattle
feeding is develdping at a rapid pace. Prices in states where the
grains are fed will be higher than those in Region 1 by the améun{ of
the trahsportation charges. Surpluses of feed grains in other exporte
ing regions will likewise move to deficit proddction areas, but local
prices in those exporting regions (such as the Corn Belt) will be
higher than those in Region 1 because of lower transportation costs
incurred in exporte. | ‘

With no pronounced shifts in feed production areas and with coh-
tinued expansidn of 1ivestqck feeding in the South, Southwest, and
West, price relationships for feed grains should be such that feed

grains will be relatively low priced in Region 1.

" Feeder Cattle Prices
Prices of feéder cattle and calves wére accumulated for 12 mid=
western and western marke£5'ahd compgredoég/ These markets are located
in areas where large numbers of cattle are produced and fed, and they

represenf many of the sources of supply for cattle feeders.

é&/ See Tables XV and XVI.

53/  see Table XXX in Appendix.
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While price differences among regioné ﬁere found in the aatag
they are not large and do not appear as might have been expectedo In
some deficit cattle producing areas prices have been lower than those in
areas where cattle were grown in surplus numbers. For example, prices
in Phoenix and Ogden were below those in Billings. In other deficit
producing areas, prices were higher than those in exporting areas.
Chicago prices for feeders were generally above those for Billings
and Sioux Fallse The explanation seems to lie in the kinds of markets
which exist in the wvarious regiens and in their relative independence
in so far as the establishments of prices is concernedaéﬁ/

The midwest'markets for cattle, inte which many Northern Great
Plains feeder cattle have moved, are fall markets. Cattle feeders in
the Corn Belt are farmers who have large stocks of grain in the fall,
and they annually seek one lot of cattle to fill their feedlots. They
compete vigorously for northern feeder cattle of good quality, and a
price is established which reflects a rather strong seasonal demande
Cattle. feeders of the Southwest and on the Pacific Coast are }elatively
large operators who feed cattle the year-around and buy feeders con-=
tinuouslys Their supplies of cattle come out of the southern plains
and Mexico, and they .are generally light weight, lower quality feeders.

The market prices in these areas reflect the different demand condi-

Eﬁ/ For Data on rail freight rates for cattle and calves see Table
XXXI in Appendix. '
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tions, and they appear to have been set at lower levels than prices in
~ the Midwest.

If prices in Billings and Sioux Falls are compared with those in
other markets, they can be seen to have been generally lower than those
in Chicago and Qmaha, about equal to those in Kansas City and Denver,
and somewhat higher for most classes and grades of feeders than those
in Phoenix, ﬁortland, Spokane, Los Angeles, and Stockton. No particular
cost advantage can be discerned for feeder-buyers in the Northern Great
Plains for the five—yéar period, but the data are not sufficient for
any definite conclusidnso Relatively favorably prices may exist at
ﬁarticular times of the year or for specifie grades or sexes of feeder
cattleo ’

In the past, large numbers of feeder cattle have moved out of the
Northern Great Plains states into the Corh Belt and other midwestern
states for fatteninge If the export of feeders to these other states
should be reduced by virtue of increased cattle feedimg in Region 1,
prices would surely be affected, A smalle; supply of cattle would
cause competitive bidding for those avaiiable, and prices would bé
adjusted uéwardo This situation would probably prevail for only a
short time however., Increasing numbers of feede? animals have been
produced in the Midwest in recent years, and this production would
undoubtedly pick up with higher cattle prices. Land diverted from
cash crops would be utilized for cattle production and beef dattle

enterprises would replace dairy and swine.enterprises on many midwest
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farmso, In addition, cattle feeders wpuld probably look to other
sources of supply for feeders., Cattle production has been increasing
rapidly in the Soufh, and prﬁducers there would find their markets
strenghtened if the supply of northern cattle was reduced.

‘So it appears that an increase in cattle feeding in Region 1 would
result in higher prices for feeder cattle in }he shbrt run, but the
effect of a smaller export of feeders out of Montana, North Dakota
and South Dakota would be offset by increased supplies of cattle in

other regions,

Markets for Fed Cattle

Also of great importance to the competitive position of cattle
feeders in the Northern Great Plains will Ee the markets for féd cattle,
Feeders will be concerned with the size of their market outlets, their
- locations, the costs of marketing cattle in these outlets, and the
market prices which will prevail; These faetors will influence the
profitability of cattle feeding enterprises just as surely as will the
suPplies and prices of.feeds and feeder cattles They must be given
close attention in an'analysis of prOSpects'for cattle feeding in
Regien 1,

If circles .of 500 and 1,000 mile radii are drawn aropnd Billings
and Sioux Fallsy, as in Figure 14, a measure of the potential markets
for fed cattle produced in Regien 1 can be obtained. This can be only
a rough measure of possible outlets, but it does shew where markets'now

exist in relation to areas of production of fed cattle in Region l.
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Figure 1l4: Markets for Fed Cattle Within 500 and 1000 Miles of Billings and Sioux Falls
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Within the 500-mile circle around Billings there are only a few
citiés of limited size, These include G;eat Falls, Idaho Falls, Casper,
Cheyenney, Rapid City, and Bismark. None.ofvthese are large enodgh to
be impoftant consuming areas, and the markets in and near these cities
have been relatively unimportant in terms of cattle received and sold,

Within this 500=mile circle are located ten federally insbected
slaughter facilities. None of them are very large and fhéy do business
largely within local territoriese They can serve as the basis for an
enlarged and developed packing industry in the northern intermountain
éfates, but ‘then they would come into conpetition with the major packing
firms,

Within a 1,000-mile circle around Biliings there are located a few
large cities and several additional smaller ones. Included are Seattle,
Portland, Salt Lake City, Reno, Denver, Omiaha, Sioux City, Fargo, Minne=
apolis, and St, Paul. These aré cities which are sufficiently large to
be important areas of consumption, -and they mﬁst be considered as poten=
tial marketss All these large cities have imbortant public or auction
markets which handle significant numbers of fed cattles

Within this 1,000-mii& circle are more than 100 federally inspected
slaughter plants. Some are clustered around Seattle, Portland, Den&er,
-Sioux City, Omaha, and St. Paul and the rest are scattered around in
the ciréle and are located in smaller cities. A congiderable humber of
slaughter plants in the circle are located in Iewa, Minnesofa, eastern

Nebraska and northern Missouri. These facilities are within or adjacent:
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to the Corn Belt; and 50 draw cattle for slaughter both from the East
and West.

A 500-mile circle drawn around Sioux Falls reaches no farther west -
fhanlentana and Wyoming, but east almost to Chicagow In this area are
‘found several large cities including Fargo, Rapid City, Sioux Falls,
Sipux City, Omaha, Des Moines, Kansas City, Cedar Rapids, Minneapolis
- and St. Paul, They constitute imporfant areas for consumption and must
be regarded as pofeh%ial markets for cattle fattened in the eastern ’
parf of Region 1,

In this 500-mile circle are many of the important federally in-
'spected slaughter facilities of the western Corn Belt, These would
tend to make the markef stable and reliabley, but they would also draw
cattle out of midwestern states,

A 1,000-mile circle around Sioux Félls encompasses most of the
states in the central United States. It includes such large cities
.and important consuming centers as Denver, Kansas City, Oklahema City,
Sto Louis, Louisville, Indianapolis, Cincinnati, Chicago9 and Detroit,
and many smaller cities fall within the boundries of the circle. These
centers of population are important consuming argas‘and they support
rather extensive markets for fed cattle and beef. The market area  sur-
rounding Sioux Falls is thus 1arger in some respects than is that
around Billings.

‘The 500 and 1,000-mile circles around Billingé and Siﬁux Falls,thus

serve to indicate the possible outlets for fed cattle produced in
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Region lo Cattle markets located within these circles are a reason-
able distance from the three Northernm Great Plains states, and some of
them may be considered as potential markets for cattle from Region 1.
But they need to be given further considerafion in order to discover
the markets which offer the greatest piospecﬁs for deveiopmento

In the eastern portions of the circles are the large centers of
population, the important consuming areas of the Midwesto. Here are
found the larger markets for fed cattle and the most numerous facili-
ties foi slaughfer° For some areas within Region 1 these markets have
-been outlets for fea cattle. . But some real 1imits'to the participation
of Region 1 cattle feeders in these markets are evident and they
should be recognized.

Beef for midwestern consumers have traditionally been supplied
by corn belt cattle feeders. The markets have served these producers,
and packers have obtained their supplies of slaughter animals from these
markets. Feeders in Iowa, Illinois, Missouri9 Minnesota, Indiana, and
Ohio will econtinue to produce large supplies of fed cattle, and they will
offer stiff competition to entrants into their markets. Many cattle
feeders in Region i are located from 500 to 1,000 miles from these mid;
western markets and would have to incur relatively high transportation
costs to put fed cattle into them. To compete they would have to over=
.come this locational disadvantage, and ‘this would seem to be a difficult
jobe It appears that the cattle feeders in eastern South.Dakota would

have the greatest opportunity to share in these midwestern markets.
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In the southern reaches of the circle can be found a rapidly
developing cattle feeding imdusfry° In the south central states, both
feed grains. and cattle have been prodgced in increasing numbérs in recent
years, and they are being combined as feeding enterprises develop. The
output of fed cattle now largely satisfies the requirements of local
packers and consumer markets, and the ¢attle feeders are looking west-
ward for markets for fed cattle. It will be difficult for feeders in
the Northern Great Plains to invade these markets. Areas in the Northern
Great Plgins where cattle are or will be fed are 500 to 1,000 miles
from Denver, Kansas City, Oklahoma City, and other southern cities, and .
costs of transportation will put producers in Region 1 at a disadvantage
hard to overcome. | |

The western states enéompassed within the circles present quifé
different opportunities for the marketing of fed cattle. In tﬁese
states and wi£hin 1,000 miles of Billings, are such impoxrtant cities
as Portland, Seattle, Spokane, Reno and Salt Lake City. Just beyond
the circle are San Franciscoy, Los Angelesy, and other large California
-cities. These centers of population have grown rapidly in recent years,
and it is expected that they will continue to grow at rates greater
than those for other cities in the United States. Populations of the
coastal states will thus increase markedly b? 1975, and markets for .
beef should be strong.

While cattle feedimg has developed in €alifornia, Arizona, Wash=

ingtony, and Oregon, it has not been sufficient to supply the needs of
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the developing coastal markets. It was pointed out that Loé Angeles
packers have imported cattle from as far east as Texas, Colofado9
" Wyoming, and Montana, and it is known thét two packers in Montana sﬁipl
dressed beef to California regularly. It appears that a real opportunity
to develop west coast markets exists, and it is these markets that will

55/

interest many Nertherh Great Plains cattle feeders,

/ Costs of Marketing

Costs of marketing fed cattle produced in Region 1 will depend on
(i) the kinds of market outlets which will be available, (2) the costs
of transperting cattle to these markets and, (3) the specific marketing
costs associated with the varisus poséible outlets, These costs will
vary within the region but they can be generaily identified and summed
upe

Two kinds of ﬁarket outlets which will be important to producers
of fed cattle in Region 1 are (1) the terﬁinal or auction markets in
the central and western states which handle fed cattle, and .(2) the
packers within the same area who slaughter significant numbers of
cattle. These outlets are to be found in the larger cities in the
central and western states, as noted in the previous discussion of
potential markets for fea cattles They will play an important role in
the development of cattle feeding in Montana, North Dakota énd'South

Dakota.

ég/ See Table XXXII in Appendix for estimates of beef consumption in
eleven western states, 1970,
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The relative impoxtance of‘the terminal and auction markets and
the packer-buyer outlets for fed cattle will depend on the effective-
ness with which cattle can be marketed in these outlets. Terminal
and auction markets are fairly well established in Region 1 with
markets now located in such cities as Billings, Great Falls, Bismark,
- Fargo, Rapid City and Sioux Falls, Outside the Region are imporfani
markets in Sioux City, Omaha, St. Paul, Sbokaneg Portland, and Seattle.
These will surely continue to handle fed cattle from Region l. But
packer=buyer outlets may become more importnat to producers of fed
catfle, especially if considerable growth is realized in the packing
industry in Montanay, North Dakota and South Dakotae

Rust and Harston, Montana State College Economists who are now
studying the packing industry im Montana, presently anticipate a.
somewhat limited development of meat packing in the sfate.gé/‘ There
were four federally inspected packers in Montana in 1960, all of whem
shipped some beef out of the regionoélf They now have excess capacity
in their plants which could be utilized in increased slaughter of
cattle. The limitations for these firms seem %o be in market develop-=
ment. ‘When a larger share Bf markets outside Region 1 is sought,

Montana packers come into competition with large packers who do

e/ Report to be aﬁailable December, 1962,

21/ United S%tates Department of Agriculture, Number of Livestock
Slaughter Plants, Mto An. 1=2=2 (60) Crop Reporting Board,
Agricultural Marketing Service, Washington, D. C,
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business interregionally. The smaller firms have difficulty in com-
peting effectively anhd so they do not attempt to participafe in the
more distant markets on a large scale, But if these firms-could
develop adequate size, ép that they could supply large quantities of
Beef to grocery chains and other big buyers, they might become quite
competitive. There are some prospects for such a development,

There were no'federally inspected slaughter establishments in
North Dakota in 1960.,. Ten state inspected plants slaughtered‘caftle
and calves, but none of them produced a very large quantity of beef,
With a further development of cattle feeding in the statey, some of
these plants will undoubtedly expand their operations. With federal

inSpecfion they could market beef outside North Daketa, and probably

.some would be inclined to do so. But it seems likely that such

expansion among these plants will await increased cattle feeding
activitye ‘

In South Dakotag‘thére were five federally inspected planfs in
1960 which slaughtered cattle and cglves° Three of the major packers
have plants in that state, and all of the fedefally=inspected plants
have handled relatively large numgers of cattle. These packers have
been impertant outlets for fed cattle producers in South Dakota. They
have purchased some of their supplies of slaughter stock direct from
feeders, and they have been active buyers in Sioux Falls markets.

The meat packing industry has develobed to a greater extent im South
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Dakota than any other state in the Northern Great Plains, Prospects
fof further growth seem to be good,

Costs of marketing exclusive of fransportation costs are composed
of charges for facilities and services at terminal and auction markets,
and the various costs associated with direct marketing.

At the public terminal market, charges'are made for five kinds of
éervice==yérdage, feed, bedding, unloading and loading and other

- services, Commission agents handle livesfock consighed to thems They
sell the stock, collect the proceeds from the buyer, deduct their
'charges and the stockyard charges, and remit the net proceeds to the
seller. Average marketing costs for initial sales at terminal markets
in the United Statesqhave been $2°330§§/

Opeiators of auction markets levy their charges on the percentage
of gross value, or on a per head basis, or by combination of the two-
methods. More auctions use the straight charge per head method to com-
pute the charges than any other method. Average charges in auction
markets have been about $2.25,

While packers obtain their supplieé of cattle fram many Sources,
many of them maintain staffs of salaried livestock buyers who travel

- throughout the country and buy cattle and other livestock at feedlots,
farms and ranches.. When sales of fed cattle are negotiated at the

farmer feedlot, there may be a shrinkage allowance involved in the

§§/ United States Department of Agriculture, Marketing Margins and
Costs for Livestock and Meats, Marketing Research Report No., 418,
Agricultural Marketing Service, Washington, Do Co
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purchase agreemen£; These vary from one to five percent of live weighf
and are definitely a cost of marketinge If cattle are weighed away
from the feedlot there may also be transportation and yardage charges -
incurred. These allowances are usually negotiated as part of the selling
priceo They can be quite significant costs of selling fed cattle,

Transportation costs for fed cattle depend upon the mode of trans=
pdrtation and the distance they are moved. The costs include the
direct charges fér Bauling animals and the shrinkage involved in the
movement from farm to market. When cattle are moved long disfamces,
the cost can be quite signifiéanto

Increasing numbers of fed cattle have been moved to terminal and
auction markets or slaughter establishments by truck. This has often-
times been a cheaper and more comvenient way to transport these cattle
than has movement by rail, and many frucking firms have been organized
for the express purpose of hauling livestock., While truck rates have
been reported to be cheaper in many cases than railroad rates, no daté
were available to show what the usual or customary rates have been,

Rail rates for transporting fed cattle were assembled from the
railroads and are indicative of the cost of transport.ég/ It was
found that cattle fattened in the wéstern‘half of Region 1 and sold in
any of the western or midwestern maikéts, except for the Billings

market, incurred transportation costs of a little more than $1.00 per

59/ See Table XXXIII in Appendixe
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hundred-weighte Tf they go to Sioux Falls, Sioux City, Omaha or St.
Paul the.chafges are about $1.00 to $1.25. If they move west to Spokane,
Portland, or'Seatﬁle slightly higher charges must be paide In addition
there will be shrinkage on cattle shipped almost 1,000 miles to these
markets which could amount to as much as 10 percent onlarrival at desti-=
nation. This cost can be reduced by fill-=back, but it is an important
marketing coste

Cattle fattened in feedlots in the eastern half of the region can
be marketed at St. Paul, Sioux Falls, Sious City, Omaha, and other
-'imporfant markets with smaller costs for transportation and shrinkage.
There may be little or no transportation cost disadvantage, so that
thése cattle are equally competitive with those out of Nebraskay, Iowa,
and adjacent caﬁtle,feeding areas. Thus cattle feeders in the eastern
Half of Region 1 will have some advantage over their western neighbors.

A further consideration in the marketing of cattle out of the
western portion of Region 1 is the locétions of eoastal and nerthwestern
markets in relation to Region 1 and other areas where cattle are fedo
Freight rates from Billings to Spokaneé, Portland and Seattle are $loOé
to $1.39, Rates from all othér areas which might ship to these peints
are higher, with the exception of.Idaho Falls. These fhree cities are
importers of cattle and beef, and prospective high rates of population
growth make them look goed as future outlets for fed cattle and beef,
Cattle feeding is expected to develop further in'Oregon and Washing-

ton, but there sﬁould be opportunities for Region 1 cattle feeders
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and packérs to develop these markets and to claim an important share
of theme. So while marketing costs may be fairly h‘ighe they do not
appear to be higher than those for cattle prodﬁcers in other western

areas who would ship cattle to the Northwest.

Prices for Fed Cattle
Prices for fed cattle in the various markets in and outside of
Region 1 will also influence the development of cattle feeding in the
Northern Great Plains.
Market prices for slaughfer cattle in 12 western and midwestern
markets were accumulated for the 1956-60 period and examined. These

- 12 markets represent most of the larger cattle markets in which cattle

60/

from Region 1 could be placeds
In the 1956=60 period'the highest prices for slaughter cattle
were paid in Chicago. Average prices there were about $2,00 above
those for Billings. Other markets which paid relatively high prices
for slaﬁghter cattle included Los Angeles, Stockton, Portland, and .
Kansas Cityes In the middle of the range of prices paid were markets
at Denver, Omahay, and Phoenix. Lower prices for the five=year peried
were found in the Billings, Ogden, and Spokane markets. Quotations
from Sioux Falls were available for onl§ three years, but the prices

paid in that market seem to be abeve Billings and below Omaha pricese.

80/ gee Table XXXIV in Appendix.
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These price relationships are logical and explainable when the
factors affecting prices in different markets are examined, .In a

large market area, such as the Chicago area, surplus supplies of

. cattle are available and numerous large packers are present which

supply the beef needs of important consuming centers all over the
United States. Prices fér fed cattle are based on wholesale beef

prices inm such consuming centers as New York, St. Louis, and Los

Angeles, less processing, tramsportatien and merchandising costs

ineurred in selling beef in these places, In a small market area,
such as the Billings area, relatively small supplies of cattle are
available and few packers are present who supply the need for Eegf

in a lecal t;ade territory. Prices for fed cattle are determined
largely by supply ahd qehand within the area, and they fall within a
range of prices which is made up of fed caﬁtle prices in large market
areas, plus or minus the costs of shipping fed cattle into or out of
the small market area. Thus any surplus of cattle tendsnfo depress

the price, and a deficit causes the price to move teward the upper

‘1imit of the range. In actual practice an en-balance conditien often

yields a priece for fed cattlé below the large market price, less trans-

portation, because of the monepsony positien of the cattle buyers,
Chicago has been an important market for slaughter cattle as it

is adjacent to the Cofn Belt where large numbers of fed cattle are

produced, and it is located within an area of relatively dense popula=

tion. Dressed beef is shipped out of Chicago te many large midwestern
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and eastern cities. The demand for slaughter animals is sfrong and the
- prices have been good,

The:weét coast markets==Portland, Los Angelés and Stockton==have
become quite important in recent years because of the growing demand for
beef occasioned by a~rapidly expanding populaﬁiono Slaughter has gone
up and fed cattle have been drawn into.the‘coastai states from all the
western producing areas. Prices have been relatively higﬁ but'below
the Chicago prices. Prices for slaughter cattle in Billings and Sioux
Falls have been influenced by the 1bcatiqns of the markets with respect
to the importanf consuming centers in the Midwest and West, .It has
beenlpointed out that Billings is 500-1,000 miles from large metropoli;
tan areas, While Sioux Falls is more advantageeusly located, it too is
;utside the densely populated areas. This means that fed cattle not
slaughfeied and consumed within Region 1 must either be moved to packer
outlets in other regions or slaughtered and shipped as dressed beef to
wholesalers aéd retailers in other regions. Either method of dispesi=
tion requires that a transportation cost be incurred, and the market
prices reflect this cost.

Looking ahead to 1975, it is difficult to foresee any marked
deviations from the level of slaughter cattle prices which has prevailed
in recent years., ‘Some persons have been concerned about a glut of
cattle which might accompany large increases in supplies of feed
grainsy, but the experience with feed grain control programs so far is

indicative of our ability to . control feed surpluses and thus to limit
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beef production to reasonable levels of outpute. Cattle production and
feeding will almost certainly expand, but so will the population increase
éﬁd per capita consumption go up. It seems reasonable to presume that
cattle and beef production will develop at a rate approximatingnfhe
increase in demand for meat, and that slaughter cattle prices will hold

steady with some cyclical changes as in the paste.




PART III

SUMMARY AND'CONCLUSIOﬁS
The énalyéis of the competitive position of cattle feeders in the
Northern Great Plains shows that there are some factors‘and conditio&s
which work to the advantage of Northern Great Plains cattle feeders
and that there are some that operate to their disadvantageo A brief
review of the factors follows,
(1) Data concerning costs of cattle feeding were indicative
of some cost advantage which might be explditedo Feed grains
are relatively low priced in Montana, North Dakotay, and South
Dakotas; and feeder cattle are no more costly in Region 1 than
in other cattle feeding areas. It is expected that prices
for feed grains in the Northern Great Plains will contihue to
be lower than fhose_in the Midwest, South and West, and no
significant increases in pricé levels are anticipated.
(2) Feeder cattle prices might rise if exports to other
regions are reduced, but thié would be a temporary effect if
cattle production in the Midwest and South developed rapidly
as a consequence of higher prices.
(3), Other costs for feedlot operations in Region 1 appear to
be similar to those in other regions when comparable enter-
prises are compareds Nﬁ‘data were available for large
feedlots, so comparisions could not be made with large scale’

operations in Colorado, Arizona, and Galifornia; But a budget
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for a 5,000 head cooperative lot in South Dakota shows pro=
spective cosfs competitive with these established entei-prises°
(4) There appéar to pe some real oppbrtunities for cost
reductions in existing feedlots in Region 1. Increases in
size and better utilization of plants and féciiities will
reduce per head costs and make cattle feeders in Region 1
even more competitive. These economies would increase the
likelihood of rapia, substantial development of cattle feeding.
(5) The analysis reveals more clearly the opportunify for mare
keting fed cattle in the growing western markets. These
mafkets are increasing in size as populatien grows, and more
fed cattle are needed to meet consumer demands %or beef.
Cattle are now being imported for slaughter from several of
the intefmountain and southwestern states. While the costs
of marketing cattle fed in thelNorthern Great Plains and
shipped to theréoastai markets are rather high,,they-do not
appear to exceed costs associated with marketing fed cattle
from most other western feeding areas. Feeders in the western
part of Region 1 should be able te compete in these markets,
particularly in those located in the northwestern statese
(6) A conditioh which will 1imit the competitiveness of cattle '
feeders in Region 1 is the typical seasonality of feeder and’
fat cattle broauction and marketing. Most slaughter opera=
tions are now predicated on a regular and confinuiﬁg supply of

;-
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high quality fed cattle.  Cattle feéding in Montanay, North
Dakotay, and South Dakota is not now organized so that it can
deliver fed cattle on such a basis. Region 1 feeders are thus
at a disadvantage. The solution to this problem depends'on
better erganization of cattle production and feeding activi=
ties, with much more year—around feeding in farm and com=
mercial feedlots. Most existing feedlofs will have to expand
their operations, and some new large scale enterprises are
neededa |
(7) While an opportunity to participate in the western market
is foreseen, outlets for fed cattle may still prove to be
problematic in the development of cattle feeding in Region 1l.
To the east of the region is the Corn Belt, where large
numbers of fed cattle are annhually produceds and to the south
is the grain sorghum producing states, where a cattle feeding
industry is rapidly developing. Cattle feeders in these
areas will offer stiff competition in those markets where they
sell slaughter stock. They will certainly protect their share
of the midwestern and eastern markets, and some of them will
be looking to the Qest coast markets too. Northern Great
Plaiﬂs feeders cannot be said to be advantageously located
with regard to markets, with the possible exception of those
in the Northwest. They will have to compete rigorously in

the outlets for cattle open to them.
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(8) An unknown factor in the Northern Great Plains cattle
industry is the extent to which the packing industry will
develop. If existing packers should expand, or if the bigger
companies should open new facilities, outlets not now avail-=
able to cattle feeders would be created. Such a development
would be of great. importance tep cattle feeders, and it would
undoubtedly cause a rapid expansion in cattle feeding enter-
prises. The actions of tﬁe packers shﬁuld be watched
carefully because they are an integial par£ of the beef cattle
industry of Region 1 and they may be the important link to
inter=regional markets which is needed for maximum.developa
ment of cattle féedingo
(9) Estimates of production of feed and feeder cattle in
Region 1 by 1975 indicate that an output of fed cattle
amounting to more than three million head would be possible
with 100 percent utilization of those feeder cattle, Only 30
percent of the feed grains produced would be required to feed
this number of cattle, leaving a large part of the grain pro=-
duced to be otherwise utilized. The potential for expansion
is thus about 440 percent of the average production of fed
cattle for the 195660 period,
(10) With a rapidly expanding population and moéerate
increases in per capita consumption of beef,‘the‘demand for

fed cattle and beef will be significantly increased by 1975,
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Opportunities for incmeased marketing of fed cattle will

exist, and expansion of feeding activities will certéinly

take plaée in many areas as feeders attempt to exploit these

opportunities. There is a distinct possibility that cattle

feeders in the Northern Great Plains can claim a share of

these expanded markets.

TThe observations made in this study have led to the conciusion
that cattle feeding will be increased in the Northern Great Plains
so that by 1975 up to 1.5 million cattle will be placed on feed
annually. This is about double the number fed on an aveiage in the
1956=60 periode It represents about 50 percent of the feeder cattle
that will be p?oduced in Region 1 in 1975, in cont&ast to a level of
ufilization of 30 peicenf in 1956=60, It seems unlikely that greater
numbe?s of fed cattle will be produced, but 195‘millipn fed cattle is
a real possibilitye.

To achieve the 1975 level of output some reorganizafion of cattle
feeding operations must take place. Many existing feeding enterprises
will be expanded in size and they will operate on a year=around basis.
Some new, large-scale feedlots will also be constructed in strategic
locations and they will add considerabiy to annual output. Feedlots
will generally range in size from 500 to 5,000=head capacity, with
some lots capable of Bandiing 10,000 to 20,000 heado It is not
expected that extremely large feedlots such as those found in Cali-

fornia will beydeveloped° The feedlots that will exist will be highly
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mechénized, and e%ficien%ly operated. They will market fed cattle con-
tinuously, with a significan£ proportion of their sales being made to
packer-buyers, and cattle will meet packer specifications as required.

As cattle feeding in the Northern Great Plains develops, some
changes in the meat packing indﬁstry of the region can be expectéds In
the next 10 to 15 years existing péckers will surely attempt to expand
thelr operations aﬁd to claim bigéer shares of the markgts for beef
outside the region. Some at least, will 5e succes;fulo There is a
distinct possibility that new firms may also locate in Montana, North
JDakota, and Seuth Dakota, and that one or more'of the bigger packers
may establish blants within this region. Further development of meat
packing is uncertain, and prospecfs need to be examineds,

Because there are numerbus,and-diverse factors which wil; affect
the development of cattié feeding in the Northernh Great Pléins,-this
study of the prospects for development cannot end with the above con=
clusions. The techhology of beef production requires continuing obser;
vatiens and analysisy for it could cBange and seriously affect cattle
- feeding in the region. The economic factors affecting the production
and consumption of beef could change unexpectedly too, causing changes
in costs of or brices for beef,

Cattle feeders in Region 1 can be competitive in some, if not ali,
markets for .fed cattle. There are éome problems of organization and
management of cattle producing enterprises which must be solveds there

are some limitations to markets available to cattle feeders in Region ‘13
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and there is the ever-present problem of the éost price squeeze whicﬁ
must be faceds But there are resources in the region which are available
for utilization in cattle feeding, and there are prospects for their
profitable eméloyment in feeding enterpriseso The prospects for at
least some continued development of cattle feeding seem to be good.

Some cattle feeders, if neot all, will profit from the development.
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TABLE I. POPULATION OF THE UNITED STATES, SELECTED DATES 1900~1960,%

Year Numbexr of People Increase
millions millions
1900 7602
1910 92,2 16.0
1920 106.0 13.8
1930 ' 123,.2 : 17,2
1940 132,1 8,9
1950 : 151,.3 19,2
1960 179.3 . : 28,0
Projectionsﬁ/

, DR | II IIT . v
1965 199.0 195,7 193,.6 191.5
1970 219,5 213.8 208,2° 202,5
1975 243,9 235,2 225,6 215,8
1980 272,6 260,62 245,4 230.8
Assumptionss

I, Fertility rates 10 percent above present,
II. Present fertility rates continue.
ITII. Fertility level declines to 1949-51 level by 1967<70 and
, continues to 1975=80, ’
IVe Fertility level declines to 1942-<44 level by 1965=70 and
‘continues to 1975-80

# Sources United States Department of Commerce, United States Census of

Population, 1960, Bureau of the Census, Washingtong D. Cs

E/ United States Department of Commerce, Current Population Reporfs9
Bureau of the Census, Washington, Do Cess 1960, '
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TABLE II. PER CAPITA DISPOSABLE INCOME, SELECTED PERIODS 1929-1959,%

Da;en Income - Iﬁcreaée
dollars dollars.

1929 $ 682

1933 364 : $ 318

1940 : 576 212

1945 1,075 499

1950 1,369 294

1955 1,661 272

1959 1,891 230

Projectionéf
1975 2,449

Assumptions Population‘wiil grow to 220 million peopleo

* Sources United States Department of Commerce, Statistical Abstract of

the United States, 1960, Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.
Coy 1961,

g/ Rex F, Daly, "The Long Run Demand for Farm Products”, Agricultural
Economics Research, Vol., VIII, United States Department of Agriculq-~
ture, Washington, D. Cq, July, 1956,
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TABLE III. PER CAPITA FOOD CONSUMPTION SELECTED PERIODS, 1925-1957.%

Item Average Average Average Average
192529  1935=39  1947-49 195657
pounds pounds pounds pounds

Beef and veal 61,9 637 7503 94,1

Lamb and mutton . 5.4 6.8 4,8 403

Pork : 67.8 56,5 68.4 64,4

Chicken and turkey 15.9 15.6 22,0 3066

Fish ) 11.8 11.0 10,5 10.2

Eggs 4005 3705 4808 4704

Cheese 4.6 Heb 7.0 749

Fluid milk and cream 337.6 3300 359,0 3515

Butter 18.0 17.0 10.6 8.6

Potatoes, dry beans and

peas and peanuts 180,0 165.3 138,3 124,8

Wheaty rye and rice 2669 236,.8 200,7 175.9

Corn and other grains 81,9 60,6 61,7 52,1

Fresh fruits 144.6 139.0 132,.2 99.2

Canned fruits; julces

and dried fruit 18,6 25,5 41,9 47,0

Melons 32,9 27,0 27,4 26,8

-Sl‘lgar 10294 97.4 95,1 9708

* Sources Go To Barton and Re Fo Daly, "Prospects for Agriculture in =
Growing Economy™, Conference on Problems and Policies of
Agriculture, Iowa State College, Ames, October, 1958,
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TABLE IV. DIRECT SHIPMENTS OF STOCKER AND FEEDER CATTLE INTO SELECTED
NORTH CENTRAL STATES BY STATE OF ORIGIN 1956=60.%2

State of Origin 1956 "1957 1958 1959 1960
No. NOo Noe Nb@ NO@
Region 1 ' R
Mont, 423,495 409,604 502,298 458,903 543,217
Se Dake 444,958 5084754 405,335 577,317 . 497,140
Total 868,453 918,358 907,633 1,036,220 1,040,357
Region 2 :
Tl1, 10,606 13,394 14,681 15,874 16,064
Towa 79935 16,642 26,450 44,356 44,857
Moo 96,852 160,063 175,059 . 218,715 190,560
Total 115,393 190,099 = 2164190 278,945 2515481
Region 5 '
Nebo 492,050 417,144 255,641 360,401 372,861
Kans, 246,138 150,145 229,364 448,984 351,528
Oklae 68,958 78,116 84,931 148,139 113,112
Texas 216,415 217,544 279,200 354,022 391,302
Total 1,023,561 862,949 849,136 1,311,546 1,228,803
Region 6 _ :
No Mexo 61,743 44,418 . 474172 58,276 71,296
Ariz, 470 2,233 5,026 2,784 661 .
Colo. 109,341 123,651 98,173 132,819 154,712
Idaho 12,246 11,475 19,865 30,241 20,784
Nevo o 390 2,198 7,006 3,048
Utah 2,714 5,173 "~ 3,304 . 6,589 44417
Wyo.o "151,732 188,587 160,379 183,986 1954340
Total 338,246 375,927 336,117 421,701 450,258
Region 7 "
Cale. 191 101 83 4,971 1,902
Ore, 2,924 3,383 14,467 18,5620 . . 11,630
Wash, 726 7201, 5,325 44,593 . 1,443
Total 3,841 44204 19,845 28,084 14,975
Other States 267,270 563,470 838,750 752,712 761,406

Total 2,616,764 2,915,007 3,167,671 3,829,208 3,747,280

* Sources United States Department of Agriculture, Livestock and Meat
Statistics, Statistical Bulletin No. 230, Agricultural
Marketing Service, Washingtony, De Coy 1960,

3/ Selected north central states include-Ohio, Indiana, Illinois,
Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowag South Dakota, and Nebraska.
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TABLE V., SHIPMENTS OF STOCKER AND FEEDER CATTLE INTO CALIFORNIA, BY STATE OF ORIGIN, 1956=60,%

State of Origin 1956 1957 1958 1959 . 1960
1000 hd, 1000 hd. 1000 hd," 1000 hd, 1000 hd.
Region-1
Mont. 107 56 38 28 "33
Region 5 '
Kans, 15 ’ 4 20 12 13
Neb, 8 12 7 4 5
Okla. 44 26 27 29 C 41
Texas 294 199 308 324 496
) Tetal 361 241 362 369 555
Region 6
Axiz, 180 123 176 187 259
Colo. ‘ 21 . 16 15 16 17
Idaho 53 52 48 51 58
Nev, 100 128 111 120 151
N, Mex. ' 118 46 49 47 64
Utah 50 - 47 38 . 41 : 61
flye. i2 13 11 5 5
. Total 534 425 448 467 615
Region 7 _ )
Ore. 130 - 110 123 148 152
Wash, 8 3 . 5 5 5
- Tetal 138 113 . 128 153 157
Misc. _ 36 43 67 78 72
Total 1,176 878 , ‘1,043 1,095 © 1,432

¥ Source: Califernia Crop and Livestock Reperting Service, Galifernia Annual Livesteck Report,
Agricultural Marketing Service, United States Department ¢f Agriculture, Sacramento,
California.
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TABIE VI, SUPPLY AND DISTRIBUTION OF FEED GRAINS, UNTTED STATES, 1056-60.%

- , SUPPLYZ/ _ e UT ILIZAT ION
Year Beginning Carrvever Preduction Imports Total - Iives:7ck' Food and -  Seed Exports Total
' I : Supply | Feeds® Industrial ~
. ‘ Use : :
c mil,bu, mil,bus hilsbue milobue  milobu. milebu, milebue milobus:  milsbus
orn :
October 1956 . 1165 3075 i 4243% 2377 268 11 © 165 2821
1957 1420 3045 2 4467 2534 269 11 183 2997
1958 1470 3356 1 4827 2781 289 13 214 3297
1959 1530 - 3825 1 5356 3056 289 12 210 3567
0 19609/ 1789 3891 1 5681 3096 290 : 10 260 3656
ats : :
July - 1956 347 1163 C17 1527 1116 39 107 25 1287
1957 240 1301 25 1566 - 1079 . 40 - : 96 26 1241
1958 325 1416 3 1744 1214 ' 41 - 91 30 1376
1959 368 1066 3 1436 1001 43 81 43 1168
_ 1960 268 1162 - 2 1432 959 81 81 25 1107
Barley ’
July 1956 117 - 377 . 27 . 521 216 89 27 62 -394
’ - 1957 127 437 24 588 215 . 87 26 92 420
1958 168 475 14 657 - 228 Ll 90 27 117 462
1959 195 422 18 - 635 232 - 92 25 118 467
19603/ 168 423 15 ’ 606 242 90 24 ) 85 - 441
Soxghum Grain : . ' .
October 1956 81 206 g/ . 287 174 9 3 22 208
1957 79 564 d/ 643 265 - 9 3 57 334
1958 309 610 d/ 919 . 297 : 9 3 100 409
1959 , - . 510 585 4/ 1095 399 12 3 99 513
19602/ 582 638 d/ - 1220 406 12 2

75 - 495

¥ Sources United States Department of Agriculture, The Feed Situation, FDS-188, Agricultural Marketing Service, Washingten, Do C., July 1961,
Productien figures revised as a result of 1959 census. ' ’
Residuals includes small quantities for other uses and- waste.

Preliminary,

& R g R

Not reported separately.
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CORN 0ATS BARLEY SORGHUM GRAIN
October 1 July 1 July 1 . Octeber 1
Total On Farms Total On_Farms Total On Farms . Total On_Farms
T 1000 bu. 1000 bu, 1000 bu, 1000 bu, 1000 bu, 1000 bu, - - 1000 bu, 1000 bu,.
Region 1 :
1956 63,957 14,819 71,216 55,536 37,065 22,219 53 49 -
1957 764339 21,525 42,517 35,372 45,497 23,487 99 - 63
1958 92,241. 26,897 75,084 61,998 62,708 35,056 1,207 | 513
1959 87,194 22,582 90,398 72,405 80,429 38,508 1,294 618
1960 79,230 17,016 45,224 36,468 72,476 32,013 895 307
Region 2 :
1956 906,163 223,012 1 214,373 178,290 40,052 6,600 392 87
1957 1,037,259 - 332,346 149,620 129,458 28,296 6,974 418 123
1958 1,117,417 243,970 180,012 161,134 26,645 6,064 17,330 969
1959 1,155,085 205,211 209,843 179,990 40,352 10,002 16,938 1,442
1960 1,382,455 © 333,958 178,368 157,090 46,964 10,317 25,367 1,140
Region 3 ,
1956 -5 20,388 6,837 17,365 11,015 5,564 1,181 14 ecee-
1957 37,886 11,756 11,430 8,025 5,506 1,174 27 somea
1958 20,216 7,087 - 13,372 10,573 2,659 1,082 516 = e=ce-
1959 40,270 11,746 13,928 11,147 2,522 1,288 16 =eee-
1960 35,469 9,883 14,148 12,282 1,438 481 20 ecees
Region 4 _ )
1956 38,399 32,912 14,564 - 5,255 . 1,522 901 306 158
1957 36,063 28,573 10,053. 4,612 2,702 1,295 153 - 80
1958 25,904 19,056 8,368 - 3,920 1,397 689 7,008 243
1959 36,112 . 28,330 4,559 - 2,879 1,008 757 4,391 319
1960 27,111 18,412 5,349 3,992 1,902 964 54237 126
Region 5 . : : -
1956 124,260 21,881 21,941 17,504 3,706 2,262 73,549 4,733
1957 164,705 20,537 13,520 8,411 11,273 1,223 70,801 2,779
1958 183,558 42,157 35,484 30,872 13,903 5,581 249,631 11,068
1959 204,047 59,836 36,812 28,951 13,542 5,814 413,079 16,472
1960 78,135 17,789. 15,290 5,258 483,524 20,208

263,530

9,821

* See asterick on next page,
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TABLE VII. STOCK OF FEED GRAINS, ALL POSITIONS 7 REGIONS, UNITED STATES l956=60 * (Contlnued)

"CORN OATS 'BARLEY SORGHUM GRAIN
October 1 July 1 o July 1 October 1
Total On Farms Total “On Farms__ Total - ‘On _Farms Total On Farms
1000 bu, 1000 bu., 1000 bu, 1000 bu, - 1000 bu.- 1000 bu, 1000 bu. 1000 bu,
Region 6 : _ '
' 1956 1,019 470 3,963 3,003 5,007 2,884 2,908 475
1957 1,091 - 528" 4,181 3,159 5,153 2,944 2,773 366
1958 4,566 1,941 5,566 " 4,330 15,895 10,848 9,230 537
1959 2,891 1,334 . 3,887 2,671 8,318 5,230 13,299 437
1960 2,907 968 - 3,564 2,792 5,694 © 3,853 14,687 606
Region 7 _ o
‘ - 1956 11,309 164 . 3,567. 1,434 20,830 1,977 . . 873 e
1957 2,307 76 5,810 2,138 26,309 3,297 - 032 oo
1958 3,587 "182 8,167 2,297 - 44,452 2,447 24,412 oo
1959 1,909 153 9,638 1,691 . 45,913 2,383 44,200 . N
1960 1,423 162 5,516 1,194 26,041 1,834 44,732 . oo
Unallocated T .
1956 0000 ccscas e oo oo 3,350 1,415 3,281 51
1957 1,002 935 1,356 665 3,492 1,170 5,437 1
1958  eces- ———e coao N 1,456 695 ) oo
1959 1,479 440 e oo - 917 245 8,274 . 48
1960 6,662 5,698 oo oo 2,613 1,513 6,303 - 242
United States : , ' -
1956 1,165,495 300,095 346,989 272,127 117,096 - 39,439 81,376 5,553
1957 1,356,652 416,276 238,487 191,840 128,228 41,546 80,640 3,412
1958 1,467,489 341,290 326,053 275,124 169,115 - 62,462 309,334 13,330
1959 1,528,987 329,632 369,065 299,734 193,001 - . 64,227 501,491 19,336
1960 1,798,787 464,232 269,958 229,108 166,949 56,233 - 580,765 22,629

* Sources Unlted States Department of Agriculture, Stocks.of Grains in All Positions, GrLg 1i=-1, Crop Reportirg Board, Agrlcultural

Marketing Service, Washingten, D. C.
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TABLE VIII. INTERREGIONAL SHIPMENTS OF NONGOVERNMENT GRAIN FROM COUNTRY
ELEVATORS 'IN NORTH CENTRAL AREA, 1958.%

‘Destination and Total ‘g/ . Rail : Truck

- Kind of Grain Shipments , _
1000 bu. - percent percent
Wests )
Corn 15,666 ‘ 30,6 69.4
Soybeans 1,939 55.8 44,2
Wheat 326 66,9 33,1
Oats 247 e 100.0
Barley 24 R ’ 100.0
Grain ‘Sorghums 5,236 _ 80,9 , 19,1
. Total 23,428
‘Southwests . )
Corn 27,474 5.4 66,3
Soybeans 8,223 43,9 1346
Wheat 6,166 © 13.3 19.9
Oats 2,977 e 95,4
Barley 1,144 49,3 B067
Grain Sorghums 5,075 68,7 31,3
Total 51,029
Easts ) ‘ ‘
Corn 9,514 55,9 4441
.Soybeans . B03 ‘ 100,0 m———
Wheat , 5,771 99,8 - 0.2
Oats - 881 61,2 38,8
Barley e s e
Grain Sorghums 432 e 1000
Total 17,101 ' :
Southeasts
" Corn 60,548 3:8 95.4
Soybeans 8,562 75,1 20,9
Wheat 49474 6702 . 3208
Oats 4,712 0.7 99.3
Barley 94 ———e 100,0
Grain Sorghums 585 31.8 68,2
Total 78,975

* Sources United States Department of Agricul%ure, Grain Transportation
' in the North Central Region, Marketing Research Report No.
490, Agricultural Marketing Service, Washington, D. C,

3/ Shipments include mevement by rail, truck and barge. Where rail and
truck percentage do not total 100, the balance is barge traffic,
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TABLE .IX. REGION TO REGION MOVEMENT OF FEED GRAINS VIA RAIL TRANSPORTATION, 7 REGIONS, UNITED STATES, 1959.%"

. TO
FROM . ~__| Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Reaion 4 - Region b _ _Region 6 _Region.7
" tons tons tons . tens - tons tons tons
CORN A : -
Region 1 oo 2,559 ceoo P ‘ 41 et caem . 162
Region 2 meoe 110,856 14,903 26,891 5,882 20 © 1,670
Region 3 S 3,486 2,222 - S -
Region 4 - 271 225 7,735 cone e o
Reglen 5 e . 16,330 —ooe 3,417 16,965 1,255 1,221
Region 6 L 155 N S 53 108 56
Region 7 B — S o oo ——— 616
SORGHUM GRAIN
_ Region 1 . S 104 —ean 58 ———— S R
Region 2 e 1,855 78 1,826 3,878 S— - 40
Region 3 PR, cana oo 390 . . . R
Region 4 e _ D S oo . ——avm
Region 3 ~ - 4,606 : caan 01,143 51,156 1,625 7,047
Region 6 beeo mmoa e C emea 265 499 721
Region 7 e - saaa S e 889
_ " OATS
‘Region 1 e 3,549 e — 237 A e . -
Region 2 ——— 19,194 - 4,370 - 2,993 403 40 81
Region 3 ——— it 1,271 261 : e - -
Region 4 = ;eeer meewo 80 613 120 ———— —
Regien 5 o : 371 —en 162 15129 e mm—o
Region 6 ———- o o S cona e 414
Region 7 S— _ g JE— mooe ———— 55 1,154
. : BARIEY AND RYE

Region 1 899 18,685 - ———— e e ———— 4,685
Region 2 - 15,490 1,136 1,525 1,417 e 105
Region 3 cmee eoeoa © 338 104 ——— e —moo
Region 4 cmam oo o 50 o= . N -
Region 5 e 1,375 R 117 5,934 S S
Region 6 oo 394 o= ———— 23 149 593
Region 7 S - 771 ' mm——— cooe e R 9,398

¥ Sources Interstate Commerce Commissien, State to State Distribution Preducts of Aqucul’cure9 Carlead: Waybill Statlst1059 Bureau of
: Transportation Economics and Statistics, Washington, D. C., 1959,
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TABLE X. SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA PACKERS: LIVESTOCK PURCHASES AND PERCENTAGES

BOUGHT FROM SPECIFIED SOURCES, BY SPECIES, 1956,%2

] Bupply Sources
Species Quantitg Other Other Total
Purchased~/ California - Western States
‘ StatesS

1000 1bs. percent percent percent  percent
Beef 918,498 74.5 22.4 3.1 100,0 -
Veal 42,860 7603 6ol 17.6 100,0
Lamb 52,965 67,8 32,2 d/ 100,9
Hegs 267,805 9.3 ) 90.2 11000
Total 1,282,128 60,7 17.7 21,6 100.0

_* Sources Uhited States Department of Agriculture, Meat. Distribution in

a/
5/

L

the Los Angeles Area, Marketing Research Report No. 347,
Agricultural Marketing Service, Washington, Do Co, 1939,

Southern California was defined to include all California territory
south of the northern boundaries of Kern and San Luis Obispo Counties.

Equivalent carcass weight of livestock purchased and weight of small
quantities of dressed carcasses purchased as estimated from data
collected in the study and data supplied by the Crop -and Livestock..
Reporting Service of the California Department of Agriculture,

Includes Ariz., Coloo.y, Monte, Neve, No Mexo, Oreo., Utahy Washo§
Idaho, and Wyoo.

Less than 0,05 percent,
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TABLE XI. ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF SALES BY MEATPACKERS TO DIFFERENT

CLASSES OF CUSTOMERS, 1929, 1935, 1939, 1948 and 1954.%

Packer= Independent Institutions . _
Year owned Wholesalers Retail and Other Export Total

Branch  and Jobbers Stores Large Users

Houses :

percent percent percent  percent percent percent
1929 47 14 32 4 3 100
1935 34 11 46 8 1 100
1939 30 11 49 8 2 100
1948 20 11 -~ B9 9 1 100
1954 19 16 55 9 1 100

* Sources United States Department of Agriculturey, Marketing Costs and

Margins for Livestock and Meat, Marketing Research Report NOo
_ 418, Agricultural Marketlng Service, Washington, Ds C.
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TABLE XII. BEEF CONSUMPTION IN MAJOR METROPOLITAN AREAS, U. S., 1960.%

Per Capita Estimated
City Population Beef Beef
' Consumptioné/ Consumption
. thou. 1bse mile. lbse
Region 2
Chicago, Ille 64221 10402 648,2
Detroit, Mich. 3,762 104,2 392,0
Cleveland, Ohio 1,797 104,2 187.2
Milwaukee, Wise ) 19194 10402 12404
Cincinnatiy Ohip = Ky, 1,072 104.2 , 111.7
Indianapolis, Inde. 698 104,2 72,7
Dayton, Ohio 695 104.2 72.4
Columbus, Ohio 683 104,2 7162
Gary - Hammond - East )

Chicago, Ind. - 573 104,2 59,7
Akron, Ohio 513 104,.2 53,5
sto LO[‘]iS,.MOQ = Illo 29060 10402 21407
Minneapolis = St. Paul, Minn. 1,482 104,2 154.4
Kansas City, Mo. = Kane 1,039 104.2 108,3

TOTAL ) . 21,789 2,270.4

Region 3

New York, N. Y. 10,695 87.8 939,0
Philadelphia, Pas = No Jo 4,343 87,8 381.3
Boston, Mass. 2,589 87,8 22743
Pittsburg, Pa. 29405 87.8 211.2
Newark, No Jo 19689 87.8 148,3
Buffaloy, No Yo : 1,307 - 87.8 114.8
Patterson = Clifton - Passaic

No Jo 19187 8708‘ 10402
Providence - Pawtucket, Ro I : .

Mass, 816 87,8 : 71.6
Albany = ‘Schenectady - Troy,

No Yo 658 87.8 57.8
Jersey City, No Jo 611 87.8 53,6
Rochester, N, Y, - 586 87.8 31l
'syl‘aquseg No Yo 564 87.8 49,5
Hartford, Conne. 525 87.8 46,1

TOTAL 27,975 2,456,2

-

* See asterick on next page.

.é/ See footnote on next page.
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TABLE XII, BEEF CONSUMPTION IN MAJOR METROPOLITAN AREAS, U. S., 1960.%

(Continued)
Per Capita Estimated
City - Population Beef Beef"
Consumptionﬁ/ Consumption
thou. 1bs, mile lbs,
Region 4 '
Washing'ton, Do Co it Mdo o Vao 290@2 7402 14805
Baltimore, Md. 1,727 74,2 1281
‘Atlanta, Gae , 1,017 T 7462 ' 755
Miami, Flae 935 74,2 69.4
New Orleans, La, 868 7402 6404
Tampa -~ St. Petersburg, Flas 772 7402 57.3
Birmingham, Ala. 635 7402 47,1
Louisvilley Kye =~ Inde 725 7402 : - 53,8
Memphis, Tenh. . 627 T4e2 ' 4645
Norfolk = Portsmouth, Vae 579 7402 43,0
: TOTAL ' 9,887 733.6
Region 5
Houston, Tex. 1,243 74,2 92,2
Dallas, Texe 1,084 74,2 8004
San Antonio, Texs 687 7402 51,0
Fort Worth, Tex. 573 T4e2 42,5
Oklahoma City, Okla. 512 7402 38,0
TOTAL 4,099 3041
Region 6 .
Phoenix, Ariz. 664 104,2 6902
Denver, Colo. ‘ 929 104.2 ' 9648
TOTAL 1,593 166,0
Region 7 '
Los Angeles = Long Beach,
Calif, 6,743 104.2 702.6
.San Francisco = Oakland, H
Calif, 2,783 104.2 290 .0
Seattle, Washe 1,107 104.2 11543
San Diego, Calif, 1,033 104.2 107,.6
Portland, Ore. = Wash. 821 104.2 1 85,5
San Bernardino = Riverside,
Calif, 809 104,2 84,3
San JOSG, Calif. 642 . 10402 6609
- TOTAL . 13,938 1,452,2

* See asterick on next page.

3/ - See footnote on next page.
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TABLE XII. BEEF CONSUMPTION IN MAJCR METROPOLITAN AREAS, U. So, 1960.%

(Continued)
Per Capita Estimated
City Population Beef Beef
Consumptioné/ Consumption
thous 1bs, mil. lbs,
Total 50 Metropolitan Areas 79,281 7538245

* Sources Department of Commerce, U, S. Census of Population, 1960,
Bureau of the Census, Washington, . D. Csy 1960

United States Department of ‘Agricultures Food Consumption of
Households in the United States, HFC 1, Washington, Ds Co,
United States Govermment Printing Office, 1956, .

a/ Primary distributien (carcass) weight.
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PROPUCTION, ACREAGE AND YIELD OF FEED GRAINS, AVERAGE FOR

1956=60, REGION 1.%

Feed Grains Production Harvest Acreage Yiéld
1000 on 1000 ace bl

Corn

Mentana 187 8 23.7

N. Dakota 10,594 401 26.4

S. Dakota 96,780 3,160 30.2

Region 1 107,561 3,569 29,7
Oats

Montana 8,040 239 33:6

N. Dakota 57,398 1,792 31.7

S. Dakota 86,4224 2,675 31,0

Region 1 151,662 4,706 31.5
Barley .

Montana 43,388 1,593 27.4

N. Dakota 82,990 3,514 23.6

S. Dakota 11,087 483 22,5
_ Region 1° 137,465 5,590. 24,5
Grain Sorghums

Montana

No. Dakota

S. Dakota 44767 171 26,7

Region 1 4,767 171 2607

* Sources United States Department of Agriculture, Grain and Feed -
’ Statistics, Statistical Bulletin No, 139, Agricultural
Marketing Service, Washingtony; Ds Co, 1960
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TABLE XIV. PRODUCTION, ACREAGE AND YIELD OF FEED GRAINS, REGION 1
AND UNITED STATES, AND PERCENT REGION 1 OF UNITED STATES,
AVERAGE FOR 1956-60,%

Feed Grains " Production Harvested Acreage Yield
1000 bue 1000 ace. bue
Corn
Region 1 107,471 3,569 29,7
United States 3,492,496 68,167 511
Percent 30 5.2 58.1
Oats
Region 1 151,662 4,706 31,5
United States 1,221,513 31,129 39.4
Percent 12.4 15,1 7949
Barley ‘
Region 1 137,465 5,590 24,5
United States 426,890 14,378 29.7
Percent 32,2 38.9 . 82,5
Grain Sorghum ) .
Region 1 4,767 171 2667
United States 520,766 15,303 33.3
Percent ' 1.0 8002

1.1

¥ Sources United States Department of Agriculture, Grain and Feed

Statistics, Statistical Bulletin No. 159, Agricultural

Marketing Service, Washington, Do Cs, 1960,
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TABLE XV. FEED GRAIN REQUIREMENTS, 1975 PROJECTED, UNITED STATES. %

Feed Grains |

Requirementsﬂ/- Cornb/ . Oats Barley Grain
: ‘Sorghums
1000 bu. 1000 bu. 1000 bu. 1000 bu,
All uses,

1975 3,992,000 1,600,200 707,000 381,500

* Source: Robert O. Regers and Glen T. Barton, Qur Farm Production
Potential 1975, Bulletin No. 233, Agricultural Marketing
Service, United States Department of Agriculture, Washington,
Do Cay 1960, '

3/ Based on United States population of 230 million, exports of agri-
cultural commodities somewhat below 1956 level, and a 10 percent
increase in livestock feeding efficiency over the 1956 level.
Calculated by multiplying required crop acreage by econemic
attainable yields for 1975, ,

Adjusfed to include only corn for grain.
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TABLE XVI, PRODUCTION, ACREAGE AND YIELDS OF FEED CRAINS, 1975
PROJECTED, UNITED STATES AND REGION 1.%

Feed Grains = Productiond/ Hé:vesfed Acreagég Yield¥
1000 bue. 1000 ace bus
Corn _ _ ' -
United States 3,992,000 73,925 54,0
Region 1 122,835 3,870 31.4°
Oats
. United States 1,600,200 38,100 42,0
Region 1 198,665 5,760 3366
Barley ,
United States 707,000 20,200 3540
Region 1 227,660 7,850 2849
Grain Sorghums
United States 381,500 10,900 3560
Region 1 3,490 122 28,1

* Sources Tables XIV and XVo_

é/ Production in United States is assumed te be 1975 requirements for
feed grainss - Production in Region 1 is assumed to be the same
percent of U. S. production as in 1956-60.

b

“/ Harvested acreages are those hecessary to meet production require-

ments assuming economically attainable yields.

s/ Economically attainable yields.
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TABLE XVII. PRODUCTION, ACREAGE AND YIELD OF FEED GRAINS, 1975
PROJECTED, REGION 1.%
Feed Grains Productionﬂ/ Harvested Aoreageg/ YieldE/
1000 bu, 1000 ace ~ bu,
Cern
. Montana 213 8 25,3
N. Dakota 12,099 435 28,2
S, Dakota 110,523 3,427 32,2
Region 1 122,835 3,870 3l.7
Oats
Montana 10,533 293 35.8
No. Dakota 75,186 2,193 33.8
S. Dakota 112,946 3,274 33,1
Region 1 198,665 54760 33,6
Barley _ :
Montana 71,856 2,237 3263
N. Dakota 137,442 44935 27.8
"8o Dakota 18,362 678 26,5
Region 1 227,660 7,850 . 2849
Grain Sorghums
Montana
N. Dakota
Se .Dakota 34490 122 28,1
Regioen 1 3,490 122 28.1
* Sources Tables XIV and XVI,

2/ Production in Montana, North.Dakota, and South Dakota is assumed to

be the same percent of production in Region 1 as in 1956-60,

b/ Harvested acreages are those necessary to meet production require=
ments assuming economically attainable yields.

74 Economically attainable yiéidso
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TABLE XVIII. PRODUCTION, ACREAGE AND YIELD OF FEED GRAINS, 1965
PROJECTED, REGION 1l.%

Feed Grains ~ Production HarVested'Acreageé/ Yield
: 1000 bu. 1000 ace. _ bue

Cornn/ . .

Montana 98 4 24,5

No Dakota : 9,309 341 27.3

S, Dakota 75,223 2,411 31,2

Region 1 : " 84,630 2,756 30,7
Oats

Montana 74322 211 34,7

N. Dakota 62,326 1,906 32,7

S. Dakota 79,936 2,373 32,0
" Region 1 149,584 4,490 32.5
Barley

Montana 53,908 1,809 ' 29,8

N. Dakota 84,245 . 3,278 25.7

'S. Dakota . 10,462 427 2445

Region 1 148,615 54514 26,7
Grain Sorghums

Montana

N, Dakota :

S. Dakota 3,520 128 27.5

Region 1 3,520 128 27,5

% Source: Estimates of production in 1965 were based on (1) anh assump-
tion of a national feed grain program which would control
acreages of corny oatsy barley and grain sorghums at 1962
levels, and (2) yields of corn, oats, barley and grain
sorghums which will exceed 1956-60 averages by 50 percent of
the projected increase for 1975,

_3/ Based on March 1, 1962 intentions to plant.

b/ Adjusted to include only corn for grain.
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Statistical Bulletin No. 278, Agricultural Marketing Serv1ce9 Washington, D. C., 1960,

TABLE XIX. FEEDER CATTLE PRODUCTION AVERAGE FCR 1956-60, UNITED STATES AND REGION 1.%
Cglf,Produotlon ‘ isgésiﬁion,of,CaIf,CrOD‘
) Heifers Heifers Calves - Total

Location : For For Kept Farm' Comm, Deaths Total]l Cattle

All " Dairy Beef Calves Calf Net Dairy Beef - For Calf Calf During Othery Avail. For

Cows Cows .~ Cows Born Deaths Calves| Repl. - Repl. Bulls Slaughter Slaughter Year Uses | Feeding

1000 hd. 1000. hd.: lOOO hd, 1000 hd.. 1000 hd. 1000 hd. 1000 hd. lOOO hds 1000 hd, 1000 hd. 1000 hd, 1000 hd, 1000 hd. 1000 hd.

United
States 46,987 22,019 -24,968 40,238 .2,383 37,855 5,111 6,488 - 415 427 9,926 756 23,123 14,732
Region 1 3,732 793 2,939 3,351 167 3,184 157 562 40 22 25 - 63 869 2,315 -
Mentana 1,196 . - 100 1,096 1,084 39 1,025 - 20 195° 12 7 . 5 20 259 766
N. Dakota 980. 373 607 - "870 - 46 824 74 120 10 . 8 18 16 246 578
S,,Pakota 1,556 320 1,236 1,397 - 62 1,335 63 247 18 A 2 27 364 971
* Sources United States Department of Agrlculture, Meat_Animais, Statlstlcal Bulletin No. 284, and L1vestock and Poultr Inventor s
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_TABLE XX, FEEDER CATTLE PRODUCTION, 1975 PROJECTED, UNITED STATES.*

-.. Calf Production . ; . o Disposition eof Calf Crop
) Heifers Heifers Calves Total
Location ‘ For For Kept Farm Comm., Deaths Total | Cattle
- All , Dairy, - Beef , Calves, Calf Net Dairy Beef For Calf Calf ', ,Duri Other | Avail. For

Cowsg/ CoWsg Cows=/ Borna/ Death&a/ Calves | Repl. =/i Repl Bullsi/ Slaughterg/ Slaughte Yearg7 Uses | Feeding

1000 hd., 1000 hd., 1000 hd. 1000 hd. 1000 hd. 1000 hd., 1000 hd, 1000 hd, 1000 hd. 1000 hd. 1000 hd. 1000 hd. 10Q0 hd., 1000 hd.
United . _ _ . _ _
States 86,250 22,500 33,750 50,625 2,530 48,095 5,222 8,770 522 - 427 9,619 962 - 25,522 22,573

~

* Source: Rex F. Daly, "The Long-Run Demand for Farm.Preducts™,

€ o'

kol &k

S

; Agricultural Economics Research, Vel. VIII, No. 3, United States Department
of Agriculture, Washington, D. C., July, 1956, Co ' '

The 1975 requirements for cattle and calves are based on (1) a population of 210 million people, (2) an increase in per capita
disposable income of 60 percent, and (3) trends in popular censumptien habits., They have been estimated to be abeut 138
percent of 1953 requirements.

Projected requirements poiht te around 125 million head of cattle on farms by 1975..

Since 1955, all cows two ?ears and olaef have heen a decreasing preportion of cattle on farms. In 1956-60 they were 50 percent of .
cattle on farms, For 1975, it is estimated that all cows will be 45 percent of cattle on farms, or 45 percent of 125 million head.

In the reference quoted abeve, Daly predicted a smali increase in the number of cows milked. - In 1956=60 dairy cows were 47.percent of
all cows. TFor 1975 it is estimated that dairy cows will be 40 percent of all cows., Their number in 1975 will be 102 percent of the
1956~60 average. '

In 1956-60 beef cows were 53 pércent-of all cows., For 1975 -it is estimated that beef cows will be 60 percenf of all cows. Their
number in 1975 will be 135 percent of the 1956-60 average. * '

A 90 percent calf crop is estimated for 1975.

A 5 percent rate of death for calveé is estimated for 1975,
Propertions for 1975 are estimated to be equal to these for 1960,

Ne change is expected in farm Ealf slaughter frem the'l956=60 averade,

It is estimated that cemmercial calf slaughter will decline from 26 percent of net calves in' 1956-60 te 20 percent of net calves in 1975,
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TABLE XXI. FEEDER CATTLE PRODUCTION, 1975 PROJECTED, REGION 1.%

Calf Production . , o 7 , Dispesition eof Calf Crop . _
. Heifers Heifers Calves : - Total
Locatien - For Fox Kept - - Farm Comm, Deaths Total | Cattle _
All Dair Beef Calve Calf Net Dalry Beef For Calf Calf Durl Other | Avail. For
Cewsg/ Comm—/ Cowsg/ Borng/ Deaths® Calves| Repl, & Repl°=/ Bulls—/ Slauqhterm/ Slaughter=/ Year=? Uses | Feeding

1000 hd. 1000 hd, 1000 hd. 1000 hd, 1000 hd, 1000 hd, 1000 hd: 1000 hd., 1000 hd. 1000 hd..- 1000 hd, 1000 hd, 1000 hd. 1000 hd.

Region 1 4,467 600 - 3,867 4,244 170 4,074 119 739 51 2 . 2 8l 1,014 3,060
Montana 1,518 76 1,442 1,422 58 1,384 15 257 15 7 1 27 322 1,062
N, Dakota 1,081 282 799 1,027 41 986 56 158 13 8 1 20 256 . 730

0 34 436 1,268

S. Dakota 1,868 242 1,626 1,775 71 1,704 48 324 23 7

* Source:s Projections for Region 1 are based on projections for.the United States in Table XX. Some adjustments are made, however, for -

S

S

S

Lo

circumstances peculiar te Region 1,
The proportion of all cows in Region 1 to all cows in the United States in 1975 is estimated to be the same as the average for 1956-=6Q..

Numbers of dairy cows in Region 1 are expected to follow the dewnward trend of the last ten years. It is estimated that dairy cow
numbers in 1975 will be only 75 percent of the 1956-60 average. o

An increase in beef cow numbers in Region 1 similar in propertien to that for the United States is predicted. The projection of beef
cow numbers for 1975 is 132 percent of the 1956-60 average, )

Calf crops in Region 1 have averaged 90 percent in recent years. A 95 percent calf crop is predicted for 1975.

Calf deaths are predicted to be 4-percent in 1975.

Proportions for 1975 are estimated to be equal to those for 1956-60,
Farm calf slaughter in 1975 is predicted to be unchanged from 1956-60.

In 1960 commercial calf slaughter was down to 4 theusand head. It is predicted that commercial calf slaughter will decline further in
Region 1 so that by 1975 it will be no moere than 2 thousand head.
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TABLE XXII. FEEDER CATTLE PRODUCTION, 1965 PROJECTED, REGION 1.%
Calf Production . D150051t10n of Calf Crop
Heifers Helfers Calves | ‘ Total
Lecation : . For " Fer . Kept Farm Comm, Total Total § Cattle
All Dair Beef Calves Calf Net Dalry Beef For Calf Calf Dur g Other } Avail. For
Cowsn/ Cewsﬁ/ wagm/ Bori w/ Deathsg/ Calves | Repl. ﬂ/ Repl¢“/ Bullsi/ Slaughterﬁ/ Slauqhterw/ Yeant Uses Eeediqqr
1000 hd. 1000 hd. 1000 hd. 1000 hd., 1000 hd. 1000 hd. 1000 hd. 1000 hd, 1000 hds-.1000 hd, 1000 hd. 1000 hd 1000 hd. 1000 hd:
Region 1 3,916 665 3,251 3,602 162 3,440 132 622 , 43 22 3 _ 69 891 2,549
Mentana 1,296 84 1,212 1,192. - 54 15138 17 215 .13 - 7 1 23 . 276 862
N. Dakota 985 313 672 - 906 - 40 866 - 62 133 11 8 2 17 233 633
S, Dakota 1,635 268 1,367 1,504 68 1,436 53 274 19 7 0 29 382 1,054
* Source: Based on 1956=60 productlon and pr03ect10n for 1975 Tables XIX and XXI
a/ It is predlcted that numbers of all cows will increase by about 107 percent of the 1956-60 average, or one=fourth of the increase
. projected for 1975,
2/ In 1960 diary cew numbers were 709 thousand, dewn 84 thousand from the 1956=60 average. -A further décline to 665 thousand is predicted
_ for 1965, : ’
s/ It is predicted that beef cow numbers will increase by about 110 percent of the 1956-60 average, or one=thirdzqf the increase projected
for 1975,
A 92 percent calf crop is predicted for 1965.
Calf deaths are predicted to be 4.5 percent in 1965,
Proportions for 1975 are estimated to be equal te those for 1956-60,
9/  Famm calf slaughter is predicted to be unchanged from 1956=60.
h/

Commercial calf slaughter is predicted to be 3 thousand head.
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TABLE XXIII. INVESTMENT REQUIREMENTS AND NON-FEED COSTS, BUDGETED FOR
COOPERATIVE FEEDLOT, SOUTH DAKOTA, 1960.%

CHARACTERISTICS:
Number of cattle fed annually A 75500
Capacity of feedlot ‘ 5,000
Ratio of number fed to capacity 1.5
" Number of days feedlot operated 365
INVESTMENT PER HEAD IN FEEDLOT FACILITIES: o
Land $ o554
Feedlot 5.78
Feed mill and storage 16,66
Feeding equipment _ ‘ ' 1.26
Machinery . 1.13
Water system 1,34
Miscellaneous 1.08
Working Capital 2,66
Total - $30.45
NON-FEED COSTS PER HEAD
Salaries $ Bolb
Utilities _ , 64 -
Equipment expense 1,06
Death loss ) 1.22
Transportation , 1,50
Interest on investment : : 2,97
Miscellaneous 208
Total $13,13

* Sources - Rex Helfinstine, Econemic and Organizational Aspects of
Cooperative Eeedlots, Bulletin 494, Agricultural Experiment
Station, South Dakota State College, Brookings, 1960.
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TABLE XXIV. INVESTMENT REQUIREMENTS AND NON-FEED COSTS, 34 MONTANA FEEDIOTS, GROUPED BY NUMBER OF HEAD FED, 1959.%

CHARACTERISTICS: I IT I1I : - IV A
Average number of cattle fed annually ' 36. 70 165 254 . 466
Average number of days feedlots operated ~119 132 . 152 ) 179 178
Number feedlets in each group 7 : -9 5 - 8. 5

AVERAGE INVESTMENT PER HEAD IN FEEDLOT FACILJTIES° : _ .
Buildings, storage, sheds $ 9.75 $13.26 $ 8.84 - $ 9,55 $ 9.25
Pens, yards, fences, corrals, chutes, traughs 31.36 20,74 . 11.29 11.21 9.9%4
Wells, pumps, pipe, tanks 3,17 - 3,00 - 1,86 1.98 1.40
Machinery and equipment 21.53 014,68 11,58 12.60° 8.52

Tetal ' $65,81. $51.68 $33.57 - $35.34 .$29.ll
AVERAGE NON-FEED COSTS PER HEAD:
Taxes ' A $ .95 $ .92 $ .76 $ - .72 ‘% .71
Repairs and depreciation 10,12 6,07 4,71 - 4012 3,38
Interest on investment in feedlot" ‘ 3.95 3.10 2,01 2,12 1.75
Veterinary and medicine ' .71 .66 «30 .54 »53
Death loss ' ' 2,74 2.24 1.82 1:43 . —ted2

Total ' $18.47 $12.99 $ 9,60 $ 8,93 . $7.79

* Sources PlUS Weisgerber,

) 7 o C lley., Research Report No. 11, Agricultural
Experiment Statien, Montana State College, Bozeman, 1960, ) ) ‘
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TABLE-XXV° COSTS OF CATTLE AND FEED, 4 SYSTEMS OF CATTLE FEEDING, FARM FEEbLDTS9 SOUTH DAKOTA, 1960%,

CHARACTERISTICS ¢

Kind of feeding system
- Kind of cattle

King of ration
-Days on pasture
Days'in feedlot

Pounds of gain

COST OF CATTLE (Per 100%)

FEED COST PER HEAD:’
Corn
Hay
Protein supplement
Corn silage
Total

FEED COST PER 100# GAIN

I

-Lengafed’

Steer calves
Lib, "grain
30=40
270
565

$28,00

$58.00

15,30 -

8.00

$81.30

$14,38

IT

- Leng-fed

Heifer calves
Lib. grain
30=40
210
420

$26,00

$45,00
11.34
4,40

$60.74

$14.46

III

Long=fed
Yrl. steers
Lib. grain

Esoads e

240 -

450

$25,00

- $52.00

13.50
© 6,40

. eesars

$71.90

$15.97

J

IV

Long=fed
Yrl. steers
Lib. Roughage

ncheres

280
450

$23,00

-

18,00
40,60
$58.60

$13.02

V.

Long=fed

- Heifer calves
Lib. Roughage

30-40
270
450

$26,00

$33,00
9.00
10,50
10,00

'$62.50

_ $13.89

VI

Short~fed
2 yr, steers

Lib. grain

° - .

150
275

$23.00

$33.00
8,40
6.00

$47,40

$17.24

VII

Short-fed
2 yr. steers
Lib. Reughage

150
250

$23,00

.$ _30 OO
14,00

22,40
$39.40

$15.76

* Source: Livestock Feeding Dutlook. 1960=61,".

Brookings, 1960,

Extension Circular Ne. 521, Cooperative Extensien Service, South Daketa State College,
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TABLE XXVI. COSTS OF CATTLE AND FEED, 9 SYSTEMS OF CATTIE FEEDING, EARM'FEEDLO&S§~MONTANA, 1959-60,%

CHARACTERISTICS: : I

Kind of feeding system Leng=fed
Kind of cattle-

Kind of ratien Lib, grain
Days on pasture mea
Days in feedlot 250
Pounds of gain 500

COST OF CATTLE (Per 100#) $26,00

FEED COSTS PER HEAD:

Barley $46,69

Alfalfa 15,00
Dry beet pulp . e
Silage ———
Total | $61.69 - -

FEED_COSTS PER 100# GAIN $12,33

II

Short=Ffed

Steer calves -Yrl, steers
Lib, grain

LT

155
350

$22,00.

$38.57
10084

T

. $49.41

$14,12

i
}

'
!

v

, Short=fed

Lib. grain

155
350

$22,00

$25.76
10.84
15,66

$52.20 -

111 - IV
Shert=fed -~ Long=fed
2 yr, steers Steer:calves' Yrl. steers
Lib. grain Lib. grain
110 250
250 - -500
$20,00 $26.,00
$30,80 $31.08
7,70 15,00
—oe 19.00.
$38,.50 $65,08 -
$15.40 $13.02 .~

$14.91 .

VI

- Short=fed

Lib. grain
110
250

$20.00. .

$20,51
7,70
12,54

arwes.

$40,75.

$16,30

VII
Long-fed

Lib, grain

R e

250
500

$26.00

$38.92
10,00

5.25-
$54,17

$10,83

VIII

* Short=fed
2 yr. steers Steer calves Yrl. steers

Lib. grain

155,
350

$22,00

$33.81
7.74

e

6.51
$48,06

$l3°'73 .

X

Short-fed
2 yr. Steers

~Lib. grain

110
250 -

$20,00"

$27.37
5.50

5.39
$38,26

$15.30

" % Sourcess "Feed Requirements for Cattle and Sheep", Farm and Horie Development Handbeek, FHD 471, Cevperative Extension Service, Mentana-

State College, Bozeman,

Morris Tayler, Prices Paid by Montana Farmers and Ranchers, 1258—60, Bulletin 563, Agricultural Experiment Station, Montana

State College, Bozeman, 1959,
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TABLE XXVII. PRICES OF FEED GRAINS, HAY, AND SUPPLEMENT, 10 SELECTED STATES, 1956-60.%

N, Dak. S, Dak, - Montana I11. " Towa ‘Neb, “Texas Golo. " Arizona Cal,

oo/ dol/cwt del/owt dol/cwt ..dol/cwt del/cwt dol/cwt del/cwt: del/ewt dol/cwt del/cwt
1956 2,04 2,11 2,48 - 2,34 2,34 2,43 2,57 2,55 3.14 2,93
1957 1.87 1,64 2,30 2,05 1,87 1,95 = 2,02 © . 2,02 2,89 2,48
1958 1,77 1.73 2,07 2,02 1,93 2,00 1.87 . 1.93 2,61 2,54
1959 1.66 1,71 2,25 - 1.89 1.77 . 1.84 1.96. 2,00 2,71 2,50
1960 1,57 1.54 2,11 - 1.79 1,71 1.71 2,07 1.89 2,66 2,45
oars?/ _ ' :
1956 . 1.68 1.97 1.78 2,09 2,25 2,37 2,37 2,50 2,94 2,62
1957 1.47 1.59. 1,59 1,91 1,84 1.87 . 2,00 . 2,09 2,87 2,22
1958 1.47 1.56 . - 1.69 1.81 1.75 1,75 1.94 2,03 . 2,94 2,28
1959 - 1,62 - 1.84 1.81 2,06 1,97 1.97 2,09 + 2,28 2,87 2,47
1960 1.37 1.56 1.75 1.91 1.87 1,81 2,25 2,22 2,94 2,50
BARLEY®/ - _
1956 1.94 1,92 1,73 2,19 2,06 2,12 - 2,04 - 2,23 2,27 2,31
1957 1,75 1.71 1,50 1.83 1.87 1,67 - 1,87 1 1,60 2,29 '2,04
1958 1.77 1,79 .- 1.56 1,73 1,90 1.83 1.73 ! . 1.60 2,25 2,23
1959 1,62 1.69 1440 1.67 1.62 1,52 1,67 : - 1,60 2,35° 2,15.
1960 1,50 1.54 1,37 . 1.48 1.58 . 1.48 1.65 « 1,56 2,29 2,10
GRAIN SORGHUMSY/ . -
1956 - 1,79 -— 1,87 1,91 12,04 01,98 1 2,25 " 2,54 2,57
1957 - 1.50 - - 1,61 1.70 © 1.71 . 1,73 11,55 2,23 2,18
1958 . - 1.64 . 1.62 1.84 1.84  1.77 1.64 2.07 2,14
1959 - 1.43 - . . 1,57 1,45 1.39 - 1.57 °  .1.,54 2,05 2,04
1960 - 1.36 - 1,46 1.45 1.41 1.54 1,46 .. 2,00 1.9

¥ See asterick on next page.

-E-’/ See footnote on next page,. ‘ : -
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TABLE XXVII. PRICES OF FEED GRAINS, HAY, AND SUPPLEMENT, 10 SELEGTED STATES, 1956-60.% (Continued)

N.Dak. S. Dak., NMontana ) Illc" ‘ Towa Neb, .  lexas Colo., ’Ayizoﬁa ~ Cal,

dol/cwt  dol/cwt dol/cwt . dol/cwt dol/cwt dol/cwt dol/cwt dol/cwt dol/cwt  dol/cwt
COTTONSEED MEALR/

1956 - 4,55 5,00 .. 4,10 4,05 4,10 3,55 - 3,90 3,70 4,05
1957 4.60 4,65 4,80 - 4,20 4,10 - 4,15. ; 3,70 3.90 3,70 4,00
1958 4,20 4,45 4,60 4,05 4,00 3.85 ' 3,40 3.55 3.55 3.70
1959 4,35 - 4,85 4,60 4,65 4,65 4,55 3,95 4,00 3.95 4.2
1960 - 4,40 4,70 4,60 4,45 4,25 3,90 4,05 4,00 . 4,30
SOYBEAN MEALb/
1956 4,50 4,15 4,90 - 3.85 3.70 4,05 - 4,10 4,20 5,50 4,85
© 1957 4.40 4,00 4,80 3.75 3.60 3,90 4,00 4,10 5,50 4,70
1958 - 4,00 3,85 4,30 3.60 3,40 3.65 3.80 - 3.80 5,20 4,55
1959 4,70 4,70 4,80 4,40 4,35 4,55 4,25« 4,50 5,50 5,40
1960 4,35 4,15 4,70 4,25 4,00 4,10 4,00 4,35 . 5,70 4,85
HAYQ/ dol/ten  dol/ton dol/ton dol/ten dol/ton dol/ton dol/ton * dol/ten dol/ten  dol/ton
1956 13,60 16.60 22,70 18,70 19,30 21,40 25,40 . 25,20 25,90 22,90
1957 12,10 10.40 16.90 18.80 15.10 12,40 22,80 - 17,90 26.50 22,40
1958 12.90 11.90 16,90 18,30 . 12,90 9,70 .20,50 . 15,60 24,60 22,60
1959 19,80 20,70 23,20 19,20 © - 14.30 14,80 22,30 22,00 25,70 25,50
1960 14,50 16.50 24,50 19.50 14,50 15,00 23,50 . 24,00 25,00 24,00

* Sources United States ‘Department of Agrlculture, Field and Seed Crops, CrPr 1 and Agricultural Prlces, Pr l9
Agricultural Marketing Service, Washingten, D. C., 1956=60,

%

Seasonal average price per bushel converted to dollars per hundred weight.

Average price paid by farmers, January 1, 1956=60,
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TABLE XXVIII. RAIL FREIGHT RATES FOR CORN AND GRAIN SORGHUMS, SELECTED POINTS DRIGIN AND DESTINATION, 1962,% 3/

From ) . c
Billings Chicago St, Paul Sioux City Omaha ° - Kansas City Oklahoma City Ft. Worth Albuquerque Denver

To

“Cents/cwt, cen{s/cwt. cents/cwt, cents/cwts Gents/éw{; Tcents/cwte . cents/cwt., cents/cwt.  cents/cwt, cents/cwt,
Billings XXX o

Chicago B 199 XXX

St.. Paul D 80 45% XXX

Sioux City D 87% 50% 31 XXX

Omaha - B 1155 505 - 38% 20 XXX

Kansas City B 115% 50% 524 34 26% . XXX

Oklahoma City . B 193 79% 81% 625 55% - 39% . XXX .

Ft. Worth B 214 . 81% 83% 645 57% 643 465 xXX .
Albuquerque B 145% 123% 1255 © 107 100 : 79% . 69 A 69 - - xXxx

Denver B 115& 93 - 81 - 52% 42% ' 453 61 76 69 - XXX
Ogden B 148 123%° 1113 765 735 . 8ly 108 : 123 72 47
Idaho Falls B 119 130 118 815 80 - 865 - 113 128 107 52
Phoenix B 265 B 167 B 145% B 134 B 134 B 134 B 134 B 134 B 134 B 134
Spokane D 79 B 167 B 134 B:134 B 134 . B 134 B 158% B 158% B 158F - B 134
Seattle D 79 B 167 B 134 B 134 "B 134 - B 134 B 158% B 158% B 1583 . B 134
Portland D 7o B 167 B 134 B 134 B 134 - B 134 B .158% B 158% B 158% B 134 -
San Francisce B 133 B 167 B 145% B 134 B 134 . .B 134 .B 134 B 134 B 102 B 134
Les Angeles B 133 B 167 B 1455 B 134 “Br134 =~ B 134 B 134 B 134 B 111 B 134

* Source: Data obtained from railreads serving the selected peints.
&/ All rates apply te minimum weight of 40,000 pounds except as neted
A = 80,000# min, :

60,000# min,

110,000# min, ' , s

Minimum weight 80 percent marked capacity of car, but net less-than 40,000#.

nmnimn

B
C
D
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TABLE XXIX. RAIL FREIGHT RATES FOR BARLEY, SELECTED POINTS OF ORIGIN AND DESTINATION, 1962.% 8/
From
Billings Sioux Chicage St, Paul -Sioux Omaha Kansas Oklahoma Ft. Worth Albuquerque Denver
Falls - " City City City

To_ _ .

cents /bwi, cen-ts/cwt° cen-ts/cw*t° cents/@wt, cents/owt, -cents/owt, cents/cwt. cents/bwﬁ, cents/bwt, cents/cwt. cents/cwt°
Billings XXX
Chicago C 116 565 XXX
St. Paul D 80 N.A. 495 XXX
Sieux City D 87% N.A, 53% 375 XXX ,
Omaha B 115% N.A, 45 2%6% XXX
Kansas City B 1155 45% '53% 59 403 33 XXX . :
Oklahoma City B 193 74 74z 96 69 645 B 33% XXX
Ft. Worth B 214 76 745 102 78 79 B Tl B 57 XXX
Albuquerque B 145§_ 137 126% 125% 113% : 106 B 98§ B 86 B 86 XXX .
Denver B 115% . 53% 96 - 81 \ 545 455 61 76 B 86 xXxx
Ogden B 148 100 126% 111% 76§- 72% 81%— 108 123 72 47
Idaho Falls B 119 105 133 118 81z 80 86% 113 128 107 52.
Phoenix B 265 B 145 B 167 B 145% B 134 B 134 B 134 B 134 B 134 B 134 B 134
Spokane D 79 - B 134 B 167 B 134 B 134. B 134 . B 134 B 158% B 158% B 158% B 134
Seattle D 79 B 134 B 167 B 134 B 134" B 134 B 134 B 1583 B 1583 B 158% B 134
Portland D 79. B 134 B 167 B 134 B 134 B 134 B 134 "B 158% B 1585 - B 158% B 134
San Francisce B 133 B 1455 B 167 B 145§j B134 . B 134 B 134 B 134 B 134 B 134 B 134.
Los Angeles B 133 B 145%¢ B 167 B 145% B 134’ B 134 B 134 B 134 B 134 B 134 B 134

¥ Sources Data obtained fr

&/

All rates apply to mi

O Qwe

nmnni

om railroads

nimum weight
80,000# min.,
60,000# min,
100 000# min.

serving the selected points.

of 40,000 pounds except as noted

Mlnlmum weight 80 percent marked capaC1ty of car, but net less than 40,000#.
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TABLE XXX. PRICES OF FEEDER CATTLE AND CALVES, 12 MARKETS, 1956-60.%

. _Feeder Cattle

Feeder. Galves

Steers

Heifers

. Steers Heifers
Market 500-8008 500~800# _ _ 300-500# 300-500#
Good Choice Medium=geod Cheice Med3um Goed-choice _Medium Good=cheice.
o/ dollars dellars dollars dellare dollars dellars dollars dollars
STOUX FALIS
1958 25,89 29,07 22,80 25,05 o 32,18 e 29,20
1959 27,06 29,80 22.93 26°57 = cnn 32.93 e 30,11
1960 24,61 26,31 18.58 23,73 - 28.13 e 25.l9
BILLINGS
1956 16.60 18,06 12.81 15,76 15.67 18.90 13.23 15,85
1957 20,02 " 21,55 15.98 18.78 18.62 22,59 16.80 19.60
1958 26,38 27.88 22,64 25,70 26,36 31l.22 - . 24,56 28,63
1959 27,29 29,07 - 22.98 26,30 27,75 33,28 26.15 29.90
1960 23,79 25,53 19.61 23,29 22,51 27.92 20,79 25,06
CHICAGO )
1956 17,70 20.18 14.48 17.36 16,28 20,34 13.95 17,42
1957 20,63 22,83 17.07 20,06 18.79 23,03 - 16.49 20,00
1958 26,73 29.41 23,34 26.29 25.79 31,56 23,60 28,34
1959 28,00 31.06 —— . —— —— —— -
1960 24,47 27,09 —— o —— —— —— —
OMAHA _
1956 17,45 19,56 14,21 17,16 1%,60 20,02 13.58- 16,89
1957 20,28 22,50 17.11 20,14 18.28 23,17 16,43 20.02
1958 25,45 20,26 22,66 26,59 26,25 32,26 24,02 28.92
1959 27,09 30,67 23,93 27.85- . 28,52 34,78 25,87 31,77
1960 23,99 26,61 20,74 24,16 23,47 28.58 21.20 25,71
KANSAS GITY | _ .
1956 -17.46 19.67 14,16 17,03 15,50 19,57 13.68 16,92
1957 20,60 22,71 16,97 20,14 ° 18.80 23,36 16,40 20,04
1958 26,50 29,10 23,33 26,41 25,73 . 31.68 . 23,80 28.48
1959 27,20 29,76 23.66 ¢ 27,09 26,73 32,65 24,64 29.58
1960 oo 23,65 - 27,87 —— 24,58

23,84

) 26036

¥ See asterick next page.

3/ See footnote next page.




TABLE XXX, PRICES OF FEEDER CATTLE AND CALVES, 12 MARKETS, 1956-60,% (Continued)

= 150 =

Feeder Cattle

Feeder Calves

Steers Heifers - Steers Heifers
. 500800 - : 500-800# 300-500# 300-500#
Market Good Cheice Medium=-goed Choice ‘ Medium Geoed=choice Med i um Geod=cheice
dellars dollars - dollars dollars ! dellars dollars dellars dellars
DENVER : :
1956 16.66 18,20 - 14,07 16.38 16,27 19.69 14,03, 16.93
1957 19,81 21.84 17.33 19.82 - 19,51 23,12 17.44 20.33
1958 26,03 27.94 - 28,35 25,72 1 28,34 33.31 25,99 30.34
1959 26,93 29.30 23.67 26,71 ¢ 28,85 34,40 26,27 31.51
1960 24,12 © 26,21 21.13 23,87 | 24,95 28,70 22,65 26.37
CGDEN T
1956 15.86 o e .13.83 mo e 17,76 ——— o
1957 18.89 —oae 16.94 . oo nao 21.48 - -
1958 25,27 —ae , 22,48 e com 29,40 - ———
1959 26,42 - 28236 - 24,01 cda oo 31.93 e ==
1960 23,53 25,51 20,29 oo on= 26.75 e See
PHOENIXQ/ ~ :
1957 19.14 20,78 16,77 19,50 18.33 21.21 16,84 19,10
1958 24,26 26,27 21,02 24,69 25,11 28.92 23.41 27.04
1959 25,81 28.62 - 21.63 26,67 27.66 . 31.06 25,15 28.99
1960 28,19 24,86 20,08 23,94 23,44 26,43 22,15 24,51
PORT LAND
1956 16.76 s oo o e 16,76 ——— e
1957 18.91 - J— —om S 20,30 - -
1958 23,66 —— 21.15 - - 27,76 - .
1959 25,52 - 22,61 - e 28,85 ——— o=
1960 22,15 e . 19.15 - e 25.57 e =
SPOKANE
1956 16.56 ——— 12,76 - - 17.16 = -
1957 19.88 - 16,39 . - e 21,05 i ==
1958 25.56 e 22,35 o o 28.46 ——— -

* See asterick next page.

a/

See footnete next page.
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TABLE XXX. PRICES OF FEEDER CATTLE AND CALVES, 12 MARKETS, 1956-60.% (Centinued)
. Feeder Cattie - Feeder Calves
Steers Heifers Steers ' Heifers
Market 500-800# " 500-800# 300=-500# 300-500#
| Geod Chojce Medium-coed Choice Medium Geod=choice _Medium Geod=cheice
dollars dellars dollars dollars dellars "dollars dollars dellars
SPOKANE . ’ ’
1959 26,89 e 23,61 e o - 30,14 . o ———
1960 22,01 cee 19,34 e o 24,89 e ——=
10S ANGELES
1956 17,19 S o N o . - ——
1957 19.65 o= aaa ca= 18,11 20.86 ——- —=a
1958 25,04 ——e c=a oo 24,76 28,43 e e
1959 26,39 . o 23,68 oo 27,02 31.12 23,88 29,10
1960 23,67 oo 20,06 o= 21,95 25,76 19,90 23,48
STOCKTON .
1956 17.26 18,68 14,02 15,97 16.01 18.53 13.79- 15,83
1957 19.56 21.01 16,47 18.40 18,06 20,86 16,66 . 18.65
1958 25,08 26,60 21.82 24,31 24,96 28,66 23,46 26,49
1959 26.69 28,34 23,08 25,36 26,17 30.43 25,48 28,52
1960 19.54 - 22,93 23,78 26,57 21.11 23,90

23,52

25,22

* Soeurces Data obtained from market news reporters of the Agricultural Marketing Service, United States Department of Agriculture,

a/ Data available only  for years indicated,
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TABLE XXXI. RAIL FREIGHT RATES FOR FEEDER CATTLE AND CALVES, SELECTED POINTS OF ORIGIN AND DESTINATION, 1962.% &/

From
To Billings Chicago St. Paul Sioux Omaha Kansas Oklahoma Ft. Worth Albuquerque Denver Ogden Idaho Phoenix Spokane Seattle Portland. San Los Angeles
City City City : Falls — Francisco

cents/  cents/ cents/ cents/ cents/ cents/ cents/  cents/ cents/  cents/ cents/ cents/ cents/ cents/ cents/ cents/ ~ cents cents/

cwt. cwt. cwt. cwt. cwt. cwt. cwt, cwt. " cwt. cwt. cwt. cwt, cwt. cwt, cwt. cwt, cwt., cwt,
Billings XXX 128 103 100 103 117 1503 157% 140 1005 97 80 187 92 118 118 158 161
Chicago 128 XXX 72 76 76 76 101 114 142 117 166 172 183% 185:%‘ ) 214% 214% 2254 214%
St. Paul 103 72 XXX 61 655 7 99 112 136 111 147 141 175 1525 174z 174% 203% 203% _
Sioux City . 100 76 61% XXX 38F  6l% 80 97 114 84 128 135 159 151% - 1728 172% 184% 178
Onaha 103 76 65% 385  xxx 495 76 92 109 84 128 135 149 163% 187 187 184% 178
Kansas City 117 76 75 615  49%  xxx 65% 79 104 84 128 135 126 1635 187 187 184% 178
Oklahoma City 150% 101 99 80 76 65% XXX 47% 875 92 138% 150 1285 181 203 200% 183 157%
Ft. Worth 157% 114 112 97 92 79 47% XXX 93 97 147 156 124% 195% 216 " 208% 187 1561
Albuquerque 140 142 136 114 109 104 87% 93 XXX 76 1245 - 135 92 174 194 188 140% 1153
Denver 100% 117 111 84 84 84 92 97 76 XXX 93 101 118 140% 165 165 156% 142
Ogden 97 166 147 128 .128 128 138% 147 124% 93 XXX 545 124 104 120 113 108 112
Idaho Falls 80 172 141 135 135 135 150 156 135 103 54%  xxx 140 192 114 1063 115 124
Phoenix 187 183% 175 159 149 126 128% 1243 92 118 124 140 XXX 175 172 158 108 78
Spokane 92 185% 152% 151% 1634 1635 181 1955 174, 140% 104 92 175 XXX 66 69 123 151
Seattle 118 2143 174% 172% 187 187 203 216 194 165 120 114 172 66 XXX 53 115 147
Portland 118 2145 174% 1725 187 187 200% 208% 188 165 113 1065 158 69 53 XXX 103 129
San Francisco 158 225% 203% 1845 184 1843 183 187 140% 156—%- 108 115 108 123 115 103 XXX 80
Los Angeles 161 214% 203% 178 178 178 157% 1565 115& 1425 112 124 78 151 147 129 80 XXX

* Source: Data obtained from railroads serving the selected points.

8/ Rates for calves, double decked, and cattle single decked, are the same.
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TABLE XXXII, ESTIMATES OF POPULATION AND PROJECTED CONSUMPTION OF BEEF, 11 WESTERN STATES, 1970.%

: ) Beef : Beef
States Populatieng/ Censumptionﬂé" Popdlationé/ Consumptiong/

_1960_. e . v . 1960 - 1970 1970

thou, mile.lbs, thou. mil.lbs.

Mentana 675 69.9 1826 94.9
Idahe 667 74,1 806 92,7
Wyoming 330 36,7 357 41.1
Colorade 1,754 194.9 . ' 2,086 239.9
New Mexico 951 ' , 105,7 1,133 130.3
Arizona 1,302 " 144,7 1,845 212,2
Utah ) 891 99.0 - 1,141 131.2
Nevada 285 3L.7 400 46.0
Washingten 2,853 317.0 ' 3,388 389.6
Oregen 1,769 196.5 - _ 2,130 244.,9
California 15,717 : 1,746.2 o 18,751 2,156.4
United States 177,700 3,016.4 ' 209,570 35779.2

* Sources: Population estimates frem U, S. News and World Report; USN and WR Ecenomic Unit,
Rex F, Daly; ™Agriculture in the 1960°s", An address delivered te the Annual Conference of Exten51on Workers, Unlver51ty of .
Minnesota, December 7, 1961,

a/ Population estimates taken from U. S. News_and Werld Repert.

b/

United States Department of Agriculture,

Gevernment Printing Office, 1956,

o/

In a talk by Rex F, Daly, a prediction of a small rise in per capita food censumption was made for 1970,
of per capita beef consumptien in the Western states was set at 115 pounds, 4.9 pounds more than in 1960,

Food Consumption of Households in United States, HFC 1, Washingten, D. C., United States

Therefore, the estimate




TABLE XXXIII. RAIL FREIGHT RATES FOR SLAUGHTER CATTLE, SELECTED POINTS OF ORIGIN AND DESTINATION, 1962.%
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From . . .
To Billings OChicago St. Paul Sioux Omaha Kansas Oklahoma Ft, Worth Albuquerque Deriver Ogden 1Idaho Phoenix Spokane Seattle Portland San Los Angeles
City City _ City : Falls Erancisco

cents/  cents/ cents/ cents/ cents/ cents/ cents/  cents/ cents/  cents/ cents/ cents/ cents/ cents/ cents/ cents/  cents/ cents/

cwt. cwt, cwt. cwt, = cwt. cwt., cwt. cwt, cwt, cwtf cwt. cwt, cwt. cwt, cwt, cwt, cwt., cwt.
3illings XXX - 150 122 117 122 139 175 183 165 116 113 109 220 108 139 139 185 188
Chicago 150 XXX N A, N.A. 85 90 118 135 167 139! 194 202 216 218 252 252 265 252
St. Faul 122 N.A. XXX N. A. 76 89 116 131 161 129; 173 166 206 179 205 205 239 239
Sioux City 117 N.A. N.A. XXX 4% 72 97 113 135 98 150 159 187 178 203 203 217 209
Or:zha 122 85 76 455 xxx 58% 91 109. 127 98, 150 159 175 192 220 220 217 209
Kansas City 139 90 89 72 58%  xxx 76 94 - 124 98 150 159 148 192 220 220 217 209
Oklahoma City 175 118 116 97 91 76 XXX 55% 103 109 163 176»%— 151 213 239 236 215 185
Ft. Worth 183 135 131 113 "109 94 55% XXX 109 113 173 183% 146% 230 254 245 220 184
Albuquerque 165 167 161 135 127 124 103 109 XXX 89 146 159 108 205 229 221 165 136
Denver 116 139 129 98 98 © 98 109 113 89 XXX 110 122 139 165 194 - 194 184 167
Ogden 113 194 173 150 150 150 163 173 146 110’ XXX 635 145 124 140 134 126 131
Idaho Falls 109 202 166 159 159 159 176% 183% . 159 1227 63%F - xxx 165- 108 134 125 136 - 145
Phoenix 220 216 206 187 175 148 151 146% 108 139 145 165 XXX 206 202 184 125 .92
Spokane 108 218 179 178 192 192 213 230 ' 205 165 124 108 206 © xxx 78 81 143 179
Seattle 139 252 205 203 220 220 239 254 229 194 140 134 202 78 XXX 625 136 173
Portland 139 252 205 203 220 220 236 245 221 194 134 125 184 81 625 XXX 122 152
San Francisco 185 265 -239 217 217 217 215 220 165 184 126 136 125 143 136 122 XXX 89
Los Angeles 188 252 239 209 209 209 185 184 136 167 131 145 92 . 179 173. 152 89 XXX

* Sources

Data obtained from railroads serving the selected points.
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TABLE XXXIV., PRICES OF SLAUGHTER CATTLE, 12 MARKETS, 1956-60.%

Slaughter Cattle
Steers " Heifers =
Market 900-1100# 900-1100# 800--1000# 900~1100#
good choice good choice
. a/ dollars deollars : dollars dollars
Sioux Falls . ‘
1958 24,63 26.71 23,78 25,74
1959 25431 26,68 23,98 25,64
: 1960 23,88 25,35 22,73 24,29
Billings '
1956 17,63 19.48 - 16043 18,04
1957 19,89 21,31 18.58 20,18
1958 24,22 25,35 23,58 24,81
1959 ’ 24448 25,97 23.84 25020
1960 22,58 24,41 21,01 22,66
Chicago .
1956 22,71 19,54 18,59 2l.14
1957 21,42 24,07 20,57 22,80
. 1958 25,66 28,13 24,98 26,86
1959 26,26 28,47 . 25,34 27:11
1960 24,20 26,57 © 23,23 25044
Omaha
' 1956 18.44 21,93 17,73 20049
1957 20.58 23,16 19.94 . 22,21
1958 24,87 27,20 24,50 26,40
1959 25,25 25,67 24,42 26670
1960 23,34 25,90 22,66 25,21
Kansas City '
1956 18.67 21.72 17,71 20,61
1957 20,84 28,29 20,16 22,53
1958 25,04 27,38 24,65 26,60-
1959 25047 27,70 24,95 26,96
1960 23,62 25,93 22,82 25,05
Denver : .
: 1956 -19.03 21,72 18,16 20,77
1957 . 20,66 23,27 19,73 22,39
1958 24,74 27612 24,53 26,67
1959 24,68 27,28 24,42 26,82

1960 22,46 25,57 ‘ 22,12 25,09

"* See asterick on next page.

a/

See footnote on next page.
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TABLE XXXIV. PRICES OF SLAUGHTER CATTLE, 12 MARKETS, 1956-60.%

(Continued)

Slaughter Cattle .

‘ Steers _ Heifers =
Market 900~1100# 900~1100# 800~1000# 900-1100#
good choice good choice
dollars dollars dollars dollars
Ogden T
1956 e 19,82 e i19.44
1957 R 21,82 i 21,62
1958 s 26,10 e - 25,98
1959 et 26677 e 26,88
' 1960 e 24,70 s 24,62
Phoenixs/ .
1957 21,25 22,76 20,19 21,66
1958 25,54 260,94 24,95 25,97
1959 25,70 27,22 25,61 26,67
1960 23,80 25,37 23,54 24,64 .
Portland ’ T
‘ 1956 e 21,49 L. 19,29
1957 0000 e 23629 e 21466
1958 000 ceem= 27040 mmcacn ‘26022
1959 ¢ e 28,28 cxr 26,67
1960 = coeem 26,43 0000 emmem 24,56
Spokaneﬂ/ o ’
1956 000 moeme= 20,68 e s
1957 come- 2 < R — S
SE=151: J— 05,77  eemes oo
1959 25,95 27079 25,24 27,02
. 1960 23.14 25,02 22,18 23,74
Los Angeles :
1956 19,56 21,10 18.28 19,80
1957 21,57 23,07 20,73 21.96
1958 25,74 27,28 24,88 26,20
1959 25,75 27.54 25633 26,67
1960 23,59 25,39 22,59 24,37

* See asterick on next page.

ﬁ/ See footnote on next page.
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TABLE XXXIV. PRICES OF SLAUGHTER CATTLE, 12 MARKETS, l956;600*

* (Continued)
Slaughter Cattle
: Steers . Heifers
Market . 900-1100#  900-1100# 800~1000#  900--1100#
good choice good choice
_ dollars dollars dollars dollars
Stockton , '
1956 18,97 20,82 17,62 . 19,35
1957 21510 22,75 19,80 21,53
1958 25,11 26,86 - 24,05 25,47
1959 26,02 27.8% 25,05 26,52

1960 24,08 25,85 . 22,75 © 24,29

* Source: Data obtained from markef news reporters of the Agiicultural
Marketing Service, United States Department of Agriculture.

3/ Data available only for years indicated.

PR
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